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ABSTRACT
The use of sources to frame coverage of the softwood lumber dispute was 
examined with a content analysis of newspaper stories from 1999 through 2001 in the 
Prince George Citizen, the Vancouver Sun and the Globe and Mail newspapers, along 
with three alternative news magazines. In addition, an e-mail questionnaire with three 
reporters and two editors at the Sun and Citizen obtained data on how newsgathering 
routines and organizational structures influenced decisions on source use and overall 
coverage. Despite their differences, all three newspapers framed the dispute to 
varying degrees through political and industrial sources, while economic, social, 
environmental and First Nations perspectives appeared far less frequently. The three 
alternative magazines featured other perspectives, particularly the two First Nations 
publications, which used First Nations perspectives exclusively. Newspaper coverage 
also featured pro-Canadian sources more often than pro-American sources. The 
questionnaire found that reporters were given great latitude to cover the story the way 
they saw fit.
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Introduction
The Canada/U.S. softwood lumber dispute has strained trade relations between 
the two largest trading partners in the world since before Confederation. Since 1982, 
the dispute has been particularly vicious. Resolution efforts at the highest political 
levels and international trade tribunals have done little to resolve the dispute. Both 
countries are on a child’s wooden horse -  riding hard and making lots of noise but 
never really moving anywhere. Newspapers have naturally taken notice of this 
conflict and have provided coverage to readers. News media in British Columbia 
have taken particular interest, since forestry remains the number one contributor to 
the provincial economy. Academics have also taken an interest in the dispute from a 
variety of perspectives but there has been no study to date that specifically looks at 
newspaper coverage of the dispute. Such a study, however, could be used to test
results found in news media research regarding news frames, source use and coverage 
of ongoing conflict by rural and urban newspapers.
The primary research question tested by this study asked what kinds of sources 
are most frequently used to frame newspaper coverage of the Canada/U.S. 
softwood lumber dispute. The central finding was that Canadian print media 
coverage of the softwood lumber dispute featured political and industry sources 
more than half of the time while all other source perspectives appeared far less 
frequently. A content analysis of newspaper stories and magazines articles appearing 
in the three-year period of 1999 through 2001, along with an e-mail questionnaire of a 
group of reporters and editors, was used to address this question. The specific 
methodology used — as well as the challenges faced in conducting the study -  are 
detailed in Chapter One, Before looking at the results, this study needed to be placed 
in the broader context of academic study into newspaper coverage and the softwood 
lumber dispute itself. The literature review in Chapter Two demonstrated not only the 
complexity of the dispute but also the numerous theories researchers have tried to 
form to explain how news is gathered and produced. Chapter Three explains the key 
result found from this study, while Chapter Four discusses the results in the context of 
previous literature, confirming some findings and rejecting others. The possible 
implications of this study and potential options for further research conclude this 
thesis project.
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Chapter One: Methodology
Introduction
The detailed questions explored for this study regarding newspaper coverage of 
the softwood lumber dispute are:
- How have three newspapers and a selection of “alternative” publications framed 
the softwood lumber dispute from 1999 through 2001? How do they compare to each 
other?
- How has source use defined the characteristics of these frames?
- How do newsroom routines and organizational structures shape source use in 
coverage of the softwood lumber dispute?
The study of frames as dependent variables focuses on the factors that help create 
or change frames (Scheufele 107). The key research questions for such a study ask 
what influences the way reporters frame issues, how does this framing process work 
and, finally, what are the frames reporters use (Scheufele 107). Since a study of how
reporters have framed the softwood lumber dispute looks at frames as dependent 
variables, Scheufele’s suggestions set a clear direction for the research questions this 
study seeks to answer.
A content analysis of the data set of news stories from the Vancouver Sun and the 
Prince George Citizen, as well as the Globe and Mail (Toronto), Report,
Windspeaker and First Perspective from 1999 through 2001 addressed how these 
publications framed the dispute, illustrated defining characteristics of the frames, and 
allowed comparisons between the publications. Harry used a similar research design, 
assessing the use of sources in an urban and a rural daily newspaper covering the 
same conflict (Harry 422). The Sun and the Citizen were chosen for the study for their 
consistent, ongoing coverage on the softwood lumber dispute, while The Globe and 
Mail was chosen for its national focus. Report magazine, Windspeaker and First 
Perspective were selected for their less frequent publication as magazines but also 
because of their more obvious editorial agendas. {Report brings a firm Western 
Canada focus to its stories while Windspeaker and First Perspective are First Nations 
publications, also based in Western Canada. The three newspapers have less obvious 
editorial agendas than the magazines in this study but the newspapers are reliant on 
economic growth and readership. As a result, the editorial agenda of these 
newspapers would be to write and publish stories of interest to readers and advertisers 
while ignoring or downplaying stories of perceived lesser interest.) Cluster sampling 
is commonly used to collect data for a content analysis where publications are chosen 
for the study of news coverage on a specific issue and the sampling units from one 
publication to the next are not equivalent (Krippendorff 67). The chosen time period
covers key developments in the softwood lumber dispute. The last agreement between 
Canada and the U.S. regarding softwood lumber exports expired on March 31,2001. 
There were top-level, high profile negotiations aimed at avoiding a trade war, both 
before and after March 31,2001. As a result, this three-year period provided plenty of 
data as well as a suitable time frame to identify trends in source use.
While a content analysis was helpful to answer the research questions, it left 
several key points unanswered. Content analysis is helpful in measuring the content 
of texts, (Anderson 1993,65) but it does not reveal the context in which the text was 
formed (Krippendorff qtd. in Weber 62). E-mail questionnaires with reporters 
Gordon Hoekstra at the Citizen and Gordon Hamilton and Peter O’Neil at the Sun, as 
well as their editors -  Dave Paulson at the Citizen and Harvey Enchin at the Sun 
(editor Stewart Muir at the Sun did not reply) -  shed light on that context, showing 
how sources and newsroom routines contribute to the formation and content of story 
frames. Hoekstra and Hamilton were chosen for the study since they are the two 
reporters at their respective newspapers who have written the most on the softwood 
lumber dispute while O’Neil has covered the story extensively from Ottawa. Several 
researchers have asked reporters about the factors influencing their work, using 
questionnaires or direct interviews (Fico and Soffin 1994,1995; Fletcher and 
Stahlbrand 1992; Sumpter 2000). Previous academic studies provided a sturdy road 
map on howto collect and codify data obtained from news articles, while 
demonstrating the potential pitfalls and shortcomings of these research methods.
Content Analysis
Content analysis provides a set of procedures to make inferences about the 
producer of the text and the messages contained within the text (Weber 9). It is a 
flexible method of analysis the researcher can manipulate to specifically address 
issues under study. There is no precise way of using content analysis (Weber 12).
This creates challenges for the researcher, who must strive to make the codification 
and analysis of text as accurate and free of bias as possible. The computer can be a 
powerful tool for content analysis but for all the problems it solves, new challenges 
arise.
A growing field of newspaper coverage research features electronic content 
analysis programs but they were deemed inappropriate for this study. Studies using 
the VBPro software program have focused primarily on detecting and analyzing story 
frames in the coverage of controversial issues (Andsager; Miller; Taylor). VBPro 
provides a high-speed analysis of text for frequency of key words and phrases while 
mapping terms in a multidimensional model for statistical analysis (Miller 367). 
Reading and coding news stories takes too much time and is prone to error (Miller 
and Riechert 8). Electronic analysis is not only fast and accurate but illustrates 
relationships between key words and phrases used in the text (Miller; Miller and 
Riechert). There are shortcomings to electronic content analysis, however, such as 
word ambiguity. Take the word ‘plant’ as an example. VBPro will detect the word 
when it is used to describe vegetation and lump it in the same category as when the 
word is used to describe a factory (Miller 369; Weber 29). Even when words with 
specific, unambiguous meanings are chosen, existing software for computerized
content analysis cannot take into account relevant pronouns (Weber 30). Forming 
quantitative data by counting occurrences in text does not necessarily provide a 
detailed picture since the text may contain other forms of emphasis besides repetition 
(Gitlin, qtd. in Shoemaker and Reese 28). Quantitative methods will not uncover the 
subtle meanings in text while qualitative analysis, such as ranking text into categories, 
provides the researcher with more flexibility when assessing the data (Anderson 460). 
Even the most basic content analysis requires decisions on how to collect, count and 
codify data (Holsti 3). The research questions posed for this study sought responses 
that would elude an electronic word count of key terms in the text. The research 
questions required the assessment of source use in news stories, seeking themes 
embedded in the latent meaning of the text, rather than just reporting the manifest 
content of the articles (Holsti 12). Non-electronic content analysis allows for a more 
sensitive and detailed assessment of the text by allowing the researcher to use both 
quantitative and qualitative techniques to navigate carefully around potential 
problems. It is better to have an approximate, even vague answer to the right question 
than an exact answer to the wrong question (Tukey, qtd. in Holsti 12).
The same problems of ambiguous word meanings, defining categories and other 
coding rules that threaten the reliability of computer content analysis also face the 
researcher poring over texts (Krippendorff; Weber). The seven steps to successful 
coding are:
i) define the recording units (words, sentences, phrases, themes, etc.)
ii) define the categories (mutually exclusive? Broad or narrow?)
iii) test coding on sample
iv) assess reliability
v) revise coding rules
vi) code the text
vii) assess reliability (Weber 21-24)
Numerous media studies provided examples of how recording units and 
categories are defined. Andsager examined articles for frequency of pro-choice and 
pro-life terms, using computer content analysis. Direct quotes were coded as pro- 
choice, pro-life or neutral based on source affiliation (581-583). Liebler and Bendix 
codified story characteristics and sources by recording reporter identity, story 
perspective and number of sources while source characteristics were measured by 
coding source name, identification of credentials, whose side of the dispute the source 
was articulating and what perspective the source was offering (54). Brown et al. 
categorized sources by ‘organizational status,’ that is executive (decision-maker), 
spokesperson, worker, unspecified and other (48). Fico and Soffin (66-67; 625-626) 
looked at the number of cited sources on each side of a dispute, column inches 
devoted to each side and the number of assertions from each side.
The shortcomings of various coding techniques have to be carefully considered 
before proceeding. For example, using column inches to measure how much space a 
newspaper is devoting to a story, as cited above, is inaccurate for at least three 
reasons. First, column width varies from newspaper to newspaper and a wider column 
inch contains more words. Second, column widths often vary within the newspaper as 
a design tool to add variety to a page. For example, at the Prince George Citizen, 
page designers work with five columns across the page. However, the page designer
may decide to use only four columns across the same space to further distinguish it 
from nearby stories. Lastly, newspapers vary in their use of fonts, text sizes, the 
vertical space between lines (leading) and the horizontal space between letters and 
words (kerning), which all have an impact on the number of words that can fit in a 
“column inch.” Clearly, word count is a far more accurate and reliable measurement 
than measuring “column inches” but it does not measure meaning or value, unlike the 
other coding techniques used in this study.
Relying on word count in all of the studied publications assumes a 500-word story 
in the Vancouver Sun is the same as a 500-word story in the Prince George Citizen, 
despite the fact the Citizen is a smaller newspaper containing fewer stories and words 
each day than the Sun. While it may be argued the 500-word story in the Citizen 
could have more significance, it is virtually impossible to assess that significance 
without falling into an infinite regress of factors. Should each story be assessed in the 
context of all the words in the newspaper, including advertisements, or only the 
words in the news stories? Should the counting of words in the newspaper include 
other words that appear around news stories, such as headlines, dramatic quotes taken 
from the story and isolated in larger text for design purposes (pull quotes) and words 
used to explain the contents of photographs (outlines)? Other factors regarding 
significance would include story location on the page and in the newspaper, headline 
size and use of photographs or other illustrative elements. Is a 500-word story more 
significant if the headline is larger or smaller? Is the same story with a large headline 
on the bottom of page 1 more significant than the same story with an even larger
headline on the top of page 3? These factors are also diversions away from the 
important questions regarding story content.
Besides word count, the other coding techniques used for this study deserve a full 
explanation and justification. For the content analysis, a source use measurement 
form was used for each source in each story. Along with the recording of the 
publication date, the name of the publication, the author, the source and the total word 
count, the form was used to record attributes of each source. The attributes culled 
from previous studies on source use were status, issue side, perspective, frequency, 
degree and prominence. Liebler and Bendix’s format to measure issue side and 
perspective was used along with Brown et al.’s measuring structure of organizational 
status. Finally, frequency, degree and prominence of each source were measured 
based on techniques previously used by Fico and Soffin.
The organizational status of sources was assessed using four categories -  
executive, worker, spokesperson or other -  based on source affiliation. Political and 
industry leaders were both ranked under ‘executive’, regardless of whether the source 
was the mayor of a small forestry-dependent community or the prime minister, the 
president of a national forestry company or the manager of the local sawmill. Sources 
falling into the ‘spokesperson’ category were identified as formal representatives of 
government or industry. Sources ranked in the ‘worker’ category were either people 
employed in the forest industry (but not as executives or spokespersons for the 
company) or were union representatives of the employees. Academics, market 
analysts and any other sources that did not fall into the previous three categories were 
ranked under ‘other’ for their status. Half-scores were awarded when a source was
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identified as both a company executive and the spokesperson for an industry lobby 
group in the same story.
Issue side was split between three categories; pro (pro-Canadian), con (anti- 
Canadian) and neutral. Individual source comments were analyzed for key words and 
phrases suggesting issue side in each story before placement in the appropriate 
category. Sources identified as ‘pro’ and ‘con’ used words such as “fair”, “accurate”, 
“legal” and other positive words to describe their position and words like “harmful”, 
“manipulative”, “protectionist” and other negative words to attack the other side. 
Sources who did not clearly fall into either the ‘pro’ or ‘con’ category were ranked as 
‘neutral’. As a result, the ‘neutral’ category was relatively broad. An academic citing 
the positives and negatives of both sides was ranked as neutral, as was a politician 
critical of government action or inaction to resolve the dispute.
Seven categories were used to measure source perspective: economic, 
environmental, political, industry, social, First Nations and other. Perspective was 
judged based on source affiliation, instead of the source’s specific comments. For 
example, even if an industry spokesperson’s comments expressed concerns about 
higher costs to consumers (economic), logging practices (environmental), lost jobs 
(social) or land claims (First Nations), the source was judged to still be expressing an 
industry perspective on those issues. Sources were slotted in the political category if 
they represented any level of government while sources speaking as a representati ve 
of the forest sector or a lumber company fell into the industry category. Economic 
sources included market analysts commenting on effects of the dispute, such as lost 
jobs or falling lumber prices. Environmental sources spoke on behalf of environment
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groups while First Nations sources represented the Aboriginal community. A social 
source was a worker or union representative. Finally, academics and sources that did 
not fall clearly into one of the six specific categories were slotted into the ‘other’ 
category.
Each source received a frequency score based on the number of statements made 
in the story, through direct and indirect quotes, attributed to the source. For example, 
two direct quotes and an introductory indirect statement made by the source received 
a score of three. The score given to assess degree was the total number of words, as 
direct and indirect quotes, attributed to the source in the story. Take the following 
first three paragraphs from a Nov. 15,2001 story by Gordon Hamilton in the 
Vancouver Sun as an example:
Only the White House can solve the softwood lumber crisis, B.C. Forests 
Minister Mike de Jong said Wednesday after emerging from yet another round of 
talks with U.S. trade officials in Washington, D C.
De Jong said in a telephone interview there is little point in continuing 
discussions between officials from both countries.
"It's now time for the White House to signal that the relationship between 
Canada and the U.S. is more important than appeasing protectionist elements in 
the U.S. forest industry," he said.
The frequency score, in this case, would be 3, for the three separate statements 
forests minister Mike de Jong makes that are highlighted in bold. The degree score 
would be the total number of the bold words attributed to de Jong. In this example, it 
is 51. Finally, taking the number of words devoted to the source (degree) and dividing 
it by the total number of words in the story (story length) to arrive at a percentage 
provided the prominence score for each source.
There are also ethical pitfalls to coding which needed to be addressed for this 
study. Some researchers have a relationship with portions of their data when studying
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newspaper stories. For example, Taylor et al. assessed a group of stories regarding an 
environmental conflict during a 10-year period at a small Louisiana daily without 
mentioning in the body of the article that Taylor worked as a reporter at the 
newspaper during the early part of the study and had contributed stories that made up 
part of the data set (192). This deserved more than a passing reference in the notes at 
the end of the article. In regards to this study, the researcher had a direct connection 
with the Prince George Citizen and reporter Gordon Hoekstra. The researcher was 
employed at the Citizen as a copy editor for all but the first 10 months of the study 
period. While he did not have direct influence over Hoekstra’s copy, the researcher 
was required to proofread pages with Hoekstra’s work on it before the page was sent 
to the press. The researcher was promoted to news editor at the Citizen shortly after 
the study period ended, a role requiring editing and headline writing for Hoekstra’s 
work.
E-Mail Questionnaires
Content analysis results can be corroborated and further articulated through 
asking questions of the individuals who created the data, which Anderson and others 
have done in their media studies. Some studies have combined content analysis with 
interviews of reporters and editors to not only study frames but to discover how and 
why they are formed. Einsiedel and Goughian used content analysis of environmental 
news in seven major Canadian newspapers with interviews with six reporters on the 
environment beat (135). During the content analysis, they were looking at source use 
patterns in stories. In the interviews, they explored the backgrounds of the reporters, 
how the reporters were assigned and their views on their work, their audiences and
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their sources (137). Fico and Soffin wrote that interviews enhanced their content 
analysis by allowing the reporters to describe how newsroom constraints and personal 
attitudes shaped coverage and source use (69). Reporters were asked why they used 
certain sources and the personal and/or organizational influences that led to source 
selection (Fico and Soffin 67). Fletcher and Stahlbrand interviewed 12 Canadian 
environmental journalists over a two-month period in 1991 to explore source use and 
newsroom constraints (181) while Sumpter used interviews and observations at editor 
meetings to assess how stories get on or stay off the front page (39-40).
The value of interviews -  whether in person or in the form of an e-mail 
questionnaire used for this study -  is to help show how culture is created and 
maintained or changed (Rubin and Rubin 3) from the point of view of the persons 
producing the culture (Kvale 1). The power of interviews is their ability to produce 
new meaning that addresses research concerns (Holstein and Gubrium 17). The 
interview design has to be flexible as more is learned and perspectives are uncovered 
but rigid enough to stay focused on the research plan (Rubin and Rubin 43,48). It 
should gather information on the research topic and explore how the subject’s 
knowledge has been acquired and constructed (Holstein and Gubrium 56). Directly 
asking about specific behaviour within a cultural construct can be challenging, 
however, since that construct is likely taken for granted by the person inside of the 
construct (Rubin and Rubin 20). In the case of this study, this warning is particularly 
relevant since the researcher is a member and participant of the newsgathering 
construct. Using the experience from within while being able to view the process 
from outside and ask the appropriate questions is the challenge. Asking probing
14
questions can be rewarding for the subjects, who gain new insights into themselves 
and their work (Kvale 31).
There are both positives and negatives to an e-mail questionnaire, compared to an 
interview in person or over the telephone. An oral interview allows the researcher to 
ask follow-up questions to a respondent’s answer, either because the initial answer 
was unclear or because the answer suggested other questions worth pursuing. Follow- 
up questions are still possible in an e-mail questionnaire but are time-consuming and 
are a further demand on the respondent’s time. While an e-mail questionnaire 
potentially suffers by not being able to ask follow-up questions, it gains by allowing 
the respondent time to ponder the question and write out a more thorough and 
thoughtful response, rather than the quick response required during an oral interview. 
Another benefit of an e-mail questionnaire is the written record of the interview 
provided for both parties, avoiding problems regarding what was said or who said it 
that can affect even tape-recorded oral interviews.
Another challenge facing researchers asking open-ended questions to respondents 
is the responsibility to treat the subjects in an ethical manner. Doing so while 
obtaining candid observations from participants can be tricky. Fico and Soffin cited 
one of two reporters interviewed, but not named, as describing sources on one side of 
an issue being covered as “not very liberal” and referring to the co-leader of one of 
the organizations involved in the dispute as “homophobic” (69). It is an insightful 
comment that illustrates potential bias but it could have ramifications for both the 
reporter and the newspaper. Although neither is named, the study was of two 
community newspapers in East Lansing, Michigan, from February to July of 1993 so
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it would not be difficult for the subjects of the research to infer the identity of the 
person making the comments. Even if it was not obvious who made the comments to 
the study’s participants, there are further problems. All the sources used in the 
coverage of the dispute would wonder how they are perceived by reporters and would 
likely either refuse to provide further information or give far more guarded responses 
in the future. There are clearly personal and ethical obligations a researcher has to 
question subjects while causing no harm. For starters, individuals should receive all 
the information about the study and its goals before making a decision to participate 
(Macklin 199). When asking participants to be frank and honest in their responses, 
researchers have a clear responsibility to warn the participants of the implications of 
their comments and provide opportunities to retract or alter comments (Rubin and 
Rubin 93-94). For this study, participants were informed about the study and warned 
their comments may be published. Drafts featuring their comments were made 
available for approval to each participant. The University of Northern British 
Columbia’s Research Ethics Board also approved the e-mail questionnaires before 
they were sent to the respondents.
Study of Newspaper Coverage of the Softwood Lumber Dispute
A semantical content analysis (Krippendorff 33), followed by rigorous coding of 
the clustered data, combined with the answers received from an e-mail questionnaire 
of the subjects, were the most suitable techniques for this study. Like the Einsiedel 
and Goughian study, content analysis was used to examine source use patterns while 
the e-mail questionnaires determined the relationship reporters have with sources. A 
case study of the reporting of an ongoing issue of conflict in two newspapers cannot
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be generalized since the issue, the communities, the individuals and the newspapers 
involved all bring unique characteristics to the study (Fico and Soffin 170) but the 
results can still be useful in suggesting trends regarding source use, as well as testing 
broader concepts, such as structural-pluralism theory.
To address the specific questions for this study, non-electronic content analysis, 
rather than computer programs, was used for more detailed results. Content analysis 
measured source use as a tool, with the frequency of words only one of the 
enumeration methods (Holsti 3) used to define story frames (the first research 
question) and frame characteristics (the second research question).
Techniques used in previous research also formed the basis for the e-mail 
questionnaire. This study used Fico and Soffin’s interview strategy for the e-mail 
questionnaire, asking reporters Gordon Hoekstra of the Prince George Citizen, 
Gordon Hamilton of the Vancouver Sun and Peter O’Neil, the Sun’s Ottawa 
correspondent, about newsroom constraints and source use. The questions for editors 
Dave Paulson at the Citizen and Harvey Enchin at the Sun addressed the issues raised 
by Sumpter of how stories are chosen to get on or stay off the front page, as well as 
how reporters are assigned their work. (Due to the small number of stories in the 
Globe and Mail and the alternative publications, the reporters and editors from these 
publications were not interviewed). Although the questionnaire added insight into all 
three specific questions, its primary focus was the study’s final question regarding 
how source use and newsroom routines dictate coverage.
The reporters were given five main questions to answer, each with a series of sub­
questions. They were asked about their job training and experience, how they go
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about gathering news, how they choose sources, how they define the softwood lumber 
dispute story and what role editors play in their work. The editors were asked four 
main questions with a series of sub-questions. They were questioned about job 
training and experience, how they assign reporters, how they handle copy from 
reporters and how they define the softwood lumber dispute story. Respondent 
answers were compared with one another to look for similarities and differences in 
their replies. Reporters and editors were compared with each other on the same 
responses of how they define the softwood lumber dispute story and their job training 
and experience. The three reporters were compared with each other on the questions 
pertaining to newsgathering, source selection and editors. Comparisons between the 
two editors were made regarding assignment of reporters and copy editing. The 
responses from the reporters and editors were then compared to the content analysis 
to corroborate or challenge its results. In tandem, the content analysis, combined with 
the e-mail questionnaire, accomplished the stated goal of defining how the softwood 
lutftber dispute has been framed in newspaper coverage and why it has been framed 
that way.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Introduction
Like any complex ongoing issue, newspapers have framed stories about the 
Canada-US softwood lumber dispute in a variety of ways. The examination of source 
use can point not only to the sources with the greatest assumed power and influence 
but also to the degree newspapers assert their own power over news content to frame 
an issue (Andsager 580). Numerous studies have illustrated how newsroom routines, 
the socialization of reporters and, to a lesser degree, the values of individual reporters 
(Shoemaker and Reese) are key influences on news content (Tuchman; Kaniss; Fico 
and Sofïîn; Shoemaker and Reese). The academic literature assessing the role of 
sources and internal newsroom influences in shaping frames of newspaper coverage 
is rich and diverse, providing ample resources to help study newspaper coverage of 
the softwood lumber dispute. This ongoing trade battle has also been the subject of
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extensive academic study (Cashore 1) in the fields of economics, forestry policy, law 
and political science, and some authors, such as Hayter, have relied on newspapers to 
provide background information. Therefore, an examination of how the softwood 
lumber dispute has been framed in newspaper coverage should provide a valuable 
addition to the academic literature. Such an examination demanded to be put in a 
context of media analysis studies and research into the dispute itself before any 
attempt to bridge the gap could be successful.
News Analysis
I. History
Before an exploration of the academic literature most relevant to a study of 
newspaper coverage of the softwood lumber dispute, a brief overview of media 
studies was necessary to put the proposed research into context. Studies on content 
examine how media messages are produced and what factors shape the messages 
transmitted to the public while studies on effects probe how audiences receive the 
messages and what effects those messages have on individuals and society 
(Shoemaker and Reese 2). Lasswell described media studies as being about who, says 
what, through which channel, to whom, and with what effect (Shoemaker and Reese 
9). Media studies have examined all five of Lasswell’s elements but research has been 
concentrated on the final two elements (Shoemaker and Reese 9). Media content 
research, looking at the “says what” and “through what channel” elements of 
LasswelTs list, has been organized around several perspectives, generating plenty of 
data, but much work remains to form a broad theory regarding media content 
(Shoemaker and Reese 3, 5-6). One of the most controversial academic approaches to
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the mass media came from Marshall McLuhan (Black 37). McLuhan was interested 
in the changes in behaviour at the individual and social level due to the technological 
advancements that allow us to express ourselves while also receiving information 
from around the planet Electronic media, in particular, makes what was once private 
public across the world, creating what McLuhan coined “the global village.” It is 
important to note McLuhan held an optimistic vision where viewer preference would 
prevail over corporate and government influences (Black 37-40). Early observers of 
the news media were not so optimistic. Writing in the 1920s, Walter Lippmarm 
explored the growing gap between reality and “social reality”, or what truly is from 
what we perceive it to be, through communication from elsewhere, thus creating a 
“pseudoenvironment” (Lippmann, qtd. in Shoemaker and Reese 29). The threat to 
democracy posed by this gap between realities coloured much of his work and other 
observers, particularly Noam Chomsky, would further explore this concern decades 
later. Following Lippman, there were two key contributions made during the 1950s. 
David Manning White introduced the groundbreaking notion of journalists as the 
‘gatekeepers’ of information and messages in 1950; they select what they believe is 
of interest to the public and discard the rest. In 1955, Warren Breed explored how 
reporters become socialized into their jobs (Shoemaker and Reese 3).
Academic study of the news media has intensified during the last 30 years (Cans, 
qtd. in Shoemaker and Reese 19-20). Numerous studies have shown the direct 
correlation between the emphasis the news media place on an issue and the degree of 
importance the public places on the same issue (Miller 367). Those studies on 
audiences and effects have only a minor bearing on the proposed research into
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newspaper coverage of the softwood lumber dispute. The content analysis and 
reporter questionnaires will explore the “who says what” and “through what channel” 
aspects of LasswelTs list. The only consideration of audiences and effects will be the 
feedback generated when reporters and editors are influenced by the work of other 
media outlets or what Scheufele calls “journalists as audiences” (117). More relevant 
studies involve structural-pluralism theory, first developed by Tichenor et al. (1980), 
which argues urban news media are more likely to report ongoing conflict than their 
rural colleagues due to a broader range of potential sources who wield power (Harry 
419). These studies have explored how sources and newsroom influences have helped 
frame continuous coverage of an issue. Further exploring the relationship between 
sources and the news media remains one of the most important issues in journalism 
(Manning 1-3). Research into the framing of newspaper coverage of the softwood 
lumber dispute falls into that body of work.
2  Sources
In most news stories, reporters rely on sources to provide necessary information 
but reporters do not just pick anyone to be a source. While covering ongoing issues, 
such as the softwood lumber dispute, studies have shown reporters look for six 
attributes in sources: availability, status, reliability, accuracy, credibility and diversity 
(Brown et al.; Kaniss; Lacy and Coulsen). The questions needing answers help 
reporters choose the sources most likely to be easily available with the right response 
(Tuchman 81).
Availability is obviously the key requirement for a daily newspaper reporter 
working on a tight deadline. As a result, reporters come to rely on ‘source
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environments’ (Fico and Soffin 622) or places where news occurs and sources are 
available to discuss the news. Since news chronicles the actions and decisions of the 
powerful, reporters gravitate towards institutions and individuals with power 
(Shoemaker and Reese 48). In the case of the softwood lumber dispute, source 
environments would include the offices of provincial forestry officials, federal trade 
representatives and lumber industry associations. Government and business are most 
easily available to provide quick information, compared with facts requiring more 
effort to dig up from less available sources, such as environmentalists, advocacy 
groups and academics (Brown et al.; Kaniss; Lacy and Coulson).
Along with their availability, government and business sources provide status 
(Tuchman 182) and credibility (Becker, qtd. in Manning 71). Seeking news from the 
powerful becomes a legitimate newsgathering practice, further stressing both the 
power and legitimacy of these sources (Soloski 866). As reporters build relationships 
with government and business sources, accessibility becomes a two-way street with 
sources reaching out to reporters with the latest development. Sources with access to 
journalists often influence what becomes news (Hansen, qtd. in Lacy and Coulson 
13). These sources gain more control over the news as reporters increase their 
reliance on them (Brown et al. 51). Herman and Chomsky argue government and 
business ‘subsidize’ the media by making themselves ‘routine’ sources, providing a 
steady flow of raw news (22). For example, one study on the reporting of motor 
vehicle emission standards found government and business sources were used 4.5 
times more often than all other sources combined (Lacy and Coulson 18). Regular 
citizens, or ‘unaffiliated sources,’ are not members of groups reporters use as sources
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while ‘affiliated sources,’ with connections to institutions, are credible and 
dependable, making them more likely to be used by reporters (Sumpter and Braddock 
541). Although more experienced reporters have been shown to become less reliant 
on government and business contacts for news (Lacy and Coulson 14), a direct 
connection has been established between the hierarchical status of reporters in the 
newsroom, the placement of their stories in the newspaper and the status of the 
sources they use (Tuchman 69).
Government and business sources must provide accurate information, however, to 
remain reliable and credible to the reporter (Tuchman 93). Government and business 
contacts can provide experts and detailed reports to further advance their status, 
reliability and credibility, a luxury of resources other sources often do not have, 
although the large environmental groups and activists are becoming more 
sophisticated in this area. Reporters are keenly aware sources have an agenda to 
amplify by stating opinions in an interview in hopes these views are later broadcast to 
the public. The bias of news sources becomes apparent from their interest in changing 
or maintaining the status quo, to the point where their response to issues becomes 
predictable (Rouner et al. 43). Journalists hate to be accused of bias so they are 
trained and encouraged to seek fairness and balance in their work at all times by 
obtaining differing opinions whenever possible (Rouner et al. 42-43). However, 
objectivity is more of a professional procedure to defend reporters and editors from 
accusations of bias, as opposed to a core belief (Shoemaker and Reese 92).
As a result, reporters seek balance through a diverse mix of sources. According to 
structural-pluralism theory, this is more easily done at larger, urban newspapers.
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where sources are more readily available and maintaining a more professional 
distance with sources is possible (Tichenor 222). Yet structural-pluralism theory may 
not completely apply to the reporting of an issue such as the softwood lumber dispute, 
which depends on government and business sources based mostly in urban settings. 
The urban reporters would see these decision-makers frequently and likely be on a 
first-name basis while the rural reporter trying to get the story over the phone would 
only be known as a name. Gordon Hamilton at the Vancouver Sun would have more 
direct and visible access to forest industry leaders in their downtown Vancouver 
offices, as would Peter O’Neil to political leaders in Ottawa, than Gordon Hoekstra at 
the Prince George Citizen who would only see these leaders when they visit Prince 
George. Another factor is the ‘city myopia’ of urban newspapers, reflected by their 
reporters and editors, where the city occupies the most central position in the region 
(Kaniss 75). As a result, urban reporters are less likely to include sources from rural 
regions. Furthermore, the advantage urban reporters may have with availability of 
sources does not ensure greater source use. Diversity in news sources shouldn’t be 
expected because newsroom pressures make it easier for reporters to rely on a few 
key sources. It is a constant battle between reporters, editors and sources to overcome 
the structural limitations of producing news, such as deadlines, to add source diversity 
(Brown et al. 45-46).
Before exploring internal newsroom limitations in greater detail, a link between 
sources and frames must be made. Do sources provide the frames or are they created 
when reporters favour some sources over others (Miller 375)? The answer appears to 
be both. When reporters cover the public activities of high-status sources and miss the
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events of lower-profile actors, who is included in the frame and who is left out is 
made clear (Fico and Soffin 67). With ongoing issues, however, sources can go 
through a “legitimation phase” where they become a credible part of the story 
(Tichenor et al. 112). Community environmental activists often go through this 
process during reporting of an ongoing environmental problem, for example. Besides 
the sheer number of available contacts, source diversity for reporters requires 
availability, reliability and credibility. Yet even with these ingredients present, source 
diversity may still not occur in stories, due to internal newsroom pressures.
3. The Newsroom
Newsrooms are fascinating environments for study, as numerous academics have 
discovered (Manning 51). The expectations of editors, the values both reporters and 
editors bring to their work, the size of the news operation, the use of sources and the 
routines and structures required to successfully publish a daily newspaper all 
contribute to frame news stories (Manning 59). The flow of information is not only 
formed by individuals but by the social structures in which they work (Manning 19). 
For reporters, their routine starts with their ‘beat’ or the defined area of interest from 
where stories will be produced.
As discussed earlier, a beat reporter has certain ‘source environments’ to head to 
for the news of the day. Beats are usually structured around institutions and the points 
in their bureaucracies where the most newsworthy information regularly appears 
through meetings or sources (Fishman, qtd. in Shoemaker and Reese 111). Beats 
provide an efficient, systematic way of gathering news and accessing information but 
this reliance on organizational sources often leads to exclusion of other sources (Lacy
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and Coulson 14). The reporter’s scheduled shift is also a factor. Few reporters are 
available before 10 a.m. or after 7 p.m. on weekdays and all weekend. Reporter 
availability influences the decision about the newsworthiness of an event.
Government and business sources are aware of these news shifts and internal 
deadlines, structuring their announcements accordingly (Tuchman; Manning). Since 
newsgathering occurs either outside the newsroom or over the telephone, editors can’t 
directly supervise beat reporters. As a result, editors encourage and reward reporters 
to provide the quantity and quality of stories necessary (Tuchman 65-66), although 
this can lead to a “factory environment” where reporters are judged more for quantity 
and speed than they are for quality and thoroughness (Shoemaker and Reese 88). 
Continuing news stories for beat reporters make this process even easier since these 
types of stories provide predictable events scheduled to occur (Tuchman 57).
Complex ongoing issues, such as the softwood lumber dispute, do not clearly fall in 
one beat or another, however, leading to potential conflict between reporters and 
requiring coordination from editors (Tuchman 30) and their resolution can illustrate 
the values and routines of editors (Tuchman 27) as well as differences in 
organizational structures.
The values and routines of editors provide the context for reporters producing 
stories (Fico and Drager 3). Reporters and editors work together under commonly 
held ideas about what is news, how stories are told and what kinds of stories readers 
prefer (Tewksbury et al. 2). They use barometers of newsworthiness, such as impact, 
interest, conflict, controversy, proximity, timeliness and unusualness (Shoemaker and 
Reese 90-91) while seeking a diversity of sources to provide balance and fairness
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(Harry 421). It is important to note these same ideas reside with journalists in 
competing news media outlets. Journalists are part of the audience, too, and reporters 
often rely on other reporters to confirm their news judgment (Shoemaker and Reese 
102) and are clearly open to influence on story framing (Scheufele; Peiser).
There is plenty of room for individual preferences about newsworthiness, 
something the editor must dictate to his or her reporters. However, this 
communication is rarely spoken but mostly learned through trial and error on the 
reporter’s part (Breed, qtd. in Shoemaker and Reese 73). Instead, editors 
communicate their news judgment through choices regarding what gets covered and 
what does not, placement of stories within the paper and which reporters receive the 
plum beats and assignments. Reporters then shape their work accordingly to appease 
their editor (Breed, qtd. in Fico and Soffin; Kaniss; Breed, qtd. in Tichenor). 
Reporters judge success by appearances on the front page (Breed, qtd. in Reisner 971) 
and tailor their work accordingly to get it there (Schudson, qtd. in Reisner 971). 
Reporters ‘sell’ their stories to editors by highlighting the most interesting and 
entertaining aspects (Gans, qtd. in Kaniss 47).
On the flip side of the equation, when editors reject story ideas, editors are still 
sending a clear message of what they want, leading the reporter to censor him or 
herself the next time a similar story could be done (Shoemaker and Reese 142). When 
direction needs to be clearly given, the predominant discussion between editors and 
reporters is how aggressively or passively to treat the story (Tichenor 83). The type of 
editor and reporter in the discussion plays a role. Most fall into two categories: the 
participant who is an active agent in uncovering and reporting news and the neutral
28
who is simply a passive link, sharing information (Akhavan-Majid 34). Regardless of 
category, news stories are usually presented as distinctly separate from the context 
they are produced in, a key aspect of objectivity. Other than the byline, the reporter 
hides him or herself, the editors and the entire newsgathering and production process 
from the reader (Tuchman; Shoemaker and Reese).
With that in mind, the selection of stories is certainly more complex than the 
stereotypical belief editors and reporters pick stories to sell newspapers. If news 
decisions were made this way, there likely would not be such a wide diversity 
between newspapers about the types of stories chosen and how they are covered 
(Kaniss 49). Senior editors work at the hub of the newsroom, aware of all the stories 
coming in for the day and making decisions about which are most newsworthy 
(Tuchman 31). When editors make these decisions, they are not done on a whim but 
through patterns and rules previously established in the newsroom (Shoemaker and 
Reese 85-86). Increasingly, newspaper editors wear the dual hat of manager and 
journalist (Shoemaker and Reese 133). At metropolitan dailies, there are more stories 
from more departments competing for front-page space. Tension from these 
competitions usually revolves around the frequent choice by a senior editor, more 
sensitive to trying to attract readers than showcasing the best stories, to put something 
light and catchy on the front page and relegate harder-hitting news to inside pages 
(Sumpter 44). As a result, one study found section editors at metropolitan papers 
prefer to keep their own stories to showcase more dramatically in their own sections 
than to have the stories taken for the front page, where they may be severely edited 
and crammed into the bottom comer (Sumpter 48-49). At smaller newspapers, editors
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see their role as different from the larger, urban papers so they may choose to report 
news differently (Gladney 59-60) and they have the flexibility to do that. Individual 
routines are more likely to have a greater influence on content at smaller newspapers 
than organizational structures, which play a more dominant role at larger publications 
(Shoemaker and Reese 222).
Routines regarding news decisions do not develop by accident. They are practical 
decisions made to accommodate limited resources and an unlimited supply of 
information, allowing for reporters and editors to efficiently provide news to readers 
within the limits of time and space (Shoemaker and Reese 88). This focus on 
efficiency in newsgathering and production leads to a dependency on institutional 
sources and a focus on breaking events, rather than issues that slowly develop over 
time, since reporters must move on to what is new (Shoemaker and Reese; Manning). 
It is important, however, to also look at the influence individual reporters and editors 
have on the established routines (Manning 53). A key finding of this study addresses 
to what degree routines influence which sources are selected by reporters covering the 
softwood lumber dispute and what extent reporters can independently choose sources. 
Assessing how the story is framed begins from there.
4. Frames
Frames are produced within the context of organizational routines and the rituals 
of newsgathering (Pan and Kosicki 57 and 62). Reporters characterize news discourse 
as stories (Pan and Kosicki 60). Put another way, reporters use words to describe 
events arbitrarily taken like snapshots, momentarily freezing time. Framing helps 
reporters find an organizing element, more commonly referred to as a news peg, to
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provide meaning to events (Gitlin; Gamson and Modigliani, qtd. in Pan and Kosicki) 
through the facts deemed most important or relevant (Tewksbury et al. 3). The frame 
is the key idea running through the story to hold it together (Pan, Kosicki 63). This is 
communicated through rhetorical terms used by the reporter and the sources to 
advance the story and put it in a context for the reader. In ongoing controversial 
issues, such as abortion, the use of rhetoric is seen as critical to create a vocabulary 
that will not only illustrate the views of one side but to frame the entire discussion 
from that perspective at the expense of the opposing view (Andsager 577). Whether 
it is abortion or the softwood lumber dispute, stories depicting ongoing issues with 
opposing opinions fall into the conflict frame by their very nature.
Stories featuring breaking news or events are important, as are stories containing 
conflict. It is important to note these distinctions are not mutually exclusive and, 
using the elements to judge newsworthiness noted earlier, the best stories are event 
stories and conflict stories combined. Although critics complain that emphasizing 
differences between individuals and groups trivializes issues, the format satisfies the 
journalistic quest for balance (Tewksbury et al. 3). Reporters depend on sources in an 
ongoing conflict like the softwood lumber dispute to do and say things to make news. 
From that perspective, it is easy to see why newspapers tend to focus on events, 
instead of analysis of the broader issues (Tichenor 228). For the softwood lumber 
dispute, negotiations, political posturing and forest industry reactions to 
countervailing duty rulings serve as events or news pegs within the broader issue. 
These stories are more likely to feature official sources in government and industry 
because of their interest in the final outcome (Shoemaker, Reese 153). They are also
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firmly within the conflict frame, pitting Canada against the United States. Newspaper 
portrayals of environmental issues illustrate the conflict frame at work. Whether it is 
clear-cut logging in Clayoquot Sound or a toxic waste storage facility next to a 
residential neighbourhood, the conflict frame pits dueling parties irreconcilably apart 
and uses extreme, confrontational statements and actions to best illustrate views 
(Karlberg 24). There is no room in this frame to get beyond the black and white of the 
opposing agendas, never mind to discuss the similarities between the two parties, 
such as the common ground between forest workers and environmentalists (Karlberg 
24y
The form of conflict mostly portrayed in coverage of the softwood lumber dispute 
has been a united community (B.C., Canada) in conflict with an outside threat (the 
United States), leading to community advocacy (Tichenor et al. 134). Newspapers, 
located in communities affected by the decisions made in the distant halls of power, 
devote resources to monitoring those decisions and the people who make them 
(Tichenor et al. 115). The community press only takes a stand on issues when it can 
speak for all residents opposing an exterior menace (Janowitze, qtd. in Gladney 62). 
Clearly this type of reporting frames an ongoing issue within a tight format of conflict 
without allowing room for different perspectives, particularly those with dissenting 
views from within the community. The ‘news net’ imposes order on society by 
allowing news events to happen in certain places and contexts over others (Tuchman 
23). News does not prevent change but it does set parameters for change to happen 
(Soloski 870). Herman and Chomsky have explored this notion extensively, looking 
at how wealth and power (i.e. business and government) shape media interests and
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choices. Instead of frames, they describe the newsgathering and reporting process as 
going through a series o f ‘filters’ including the reliance on information provided by 
government and business (‘the agents of power’) and the amount of negative 
feedback from powerful sources to discourage unwanted reporting. These filters are 
so prevalent that even the most competent and righteous reporters and editors are able 
to justify their coverage as fair and balanced (2). As stated previously, however, the 
influence of reporters and editors to mould these filters to their own preferences 
deserves consideration. Herman and Chomsky’s assessment also begs the question 
whether reporters and editors are mere information drones for the ‘agents of power’ 
or whether, as Tichenor et al. noted above, they are community advocates, carefully 
monitoring, questioning and reporting the decisions made by the powerful.
Exploring the formation of frames in newspaper coverage of the softwood lumber 
dispute should validate or reject these notions about the pervasiveness of media 
frames or filters. While there has been plenty of study on how news is produced and 
the routines used to gather and transmit news, more efforts are required to explore 
how structural factors and the routines of individual journalists shape news content 
frames (Scheufele 110). There is not only a need for a thorough investigation of 
source use and newsroom routines but also a more detailed consideration of the 
conflict frame. What kinds of conflict make up the softwood lumber dispute? Which 
kinds of conflict fit easiest into the broader conflict frame and which ones don’t fit at 
all? To address those questions, this literature review has to step away from media 
analysis and into studies of the softwood lumber dispute from different academic 
perspectives, such as economics, forestry policy, law and political science.
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Softwood Lumber Dispute
1. Economies
The sheer size of Canada’s forest industry and the vast quantity of lumber it ships 
annually to the United States loom over the entire trade dispute and warrants media 
attention (Fox and Uhler 1). According to the Council of Forest Industries, the 
Canadian forest industry employed 254,400 people in 1999 while the value of solid 
wood products exported to the U.S. that same year topped $17.6 billion (COFI13 and 
15). Canada has clearly benefited from this trade relationship, not only in 
employment and sales but also in a growing market share. In 1952, Canada’s portion 
of the U.S. softwood lumber market was less than seven per cent. By 1996, Canadian 
wood made up more than 35 per cent of the American market. During the same time 
period, the volume of Canadian wood shipped to the U.S. increased by a factor of six 
(Gorte 28), In the 10-year period from 1968 to 1978, Canadian lumber production
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increased by 68 per cent and exports to the U.S. more than doubled (Adams and 
Haynes 102). By contrast, U.S. lumber production for domestic use has only risen by 
16 per cent from 1952 to 1999 (Gorte 28). Possible reasons for Canada’s increase in 
market share include various market forces, such as the currency exchange rate, 
differing productivity rates, differing costs for harvesting and processing timber and 
the difference in quantity and quality of available product (Percy and Yoder 1-2). 
Regardless of the reasons, the price of Canadian wood has made it an attractive 
purchase for American lumber consumers (Scarfe 195 and 201). The U.S. lumber 
industry has responded that the stumpage Canadian forest companies pay to harvest 
timber on public land provides an unfair advantage. The U.S. lumber sector has 
continuously used this subsidy complaint to seek trade protection, in the form of 
import restrictions, taxes and duties (Gorte). Hamilton defined stumpage in one of his 
stories in the content analysis data set as “the levy charged for Crown timber” (D9) 
while Hoekstra explained it to Prince George Citizen readers as “fees paid to harvest 
timber on Crown land” (1). An expanded definition of stumpage would also note it is 
a control mechanism for provinces to encourage development and employment in the 
forest sector (Hayter 162-164). Stumpage and the rest of these economic factors have 
been key contributors to the longevity of the softwood lumber dispute.
In their thorough 1987 study of the first two rounds of the softwood lumber 
dispute, Percy and Yoder were scathing in their critique of U.S. trade policy. The goal 
of American trade efforts seems to be less about free trade and more about forcing 
other countries to accommodate U.S. economic interests (13). America is hardly 
unique in its efforts to achieve these dual goals. For virtually all countries.
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international trade policy has as much to do with protecting domestic industries than 
it does with encouraging national and global economic well-being (Fox and Uhler 3). 
Canada has similar trade rules to the U.S. regarding the use of anti-dumping and 
countervailing duties to protect domestic industries from international competition 
(Fox 30). The initial free trade agreement between Canada and the U.S., as well as the 
subsequent North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), made little effort to 
remove internal barriers to free trade (Fox 40). A key aspect of trade protection is not 
to encourage economic activity but to control who benefits from the economic 
activity and how much they get (Percy and Yoder 105-106). In other words, extra 
income from import protection goes to producers and the government, at the expense 
of consumers (Percy and Yoder; van Kooten; Zhang). The U.S. lumber sector defends 
its protectionist stance by arguing Canadian provinces, particularly B.C., subsidize 
their logging industries with low stumpage rates (Gorte 2). There has been great 
interest in the stumpage issue among economists but the results are mixed on the key 
question of whether stumpage fees subsidize the forest industry and have led to 
increased exports to the U.S. (Fox 47). Canadian stumpage policy has been defended 
as the province carrying some of the market risks to ensure steady, good-paying jobs 
and future investment (Balmer 88). Other have argued the entire stumpage complaint 
is a red herring, since economic theory suggests even if the provinces are not 
collecting enough stumpage fees, the stumpage rate will not affect lumber exports and 
therefore is not a subsidy (Grafton et al. 848). The central problem is not how much 
Canadian forest companies pay for timber, compared to their American counterparts.
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but the percentage of the American market occupied by Canadian lumber (Scarfe 
1995) and the effect that market share has on the price of lumber.
Market share, not stumpage rates, is what American producers are really upset 
about as they seek higher prices for their products (Grafton et al. S44). The U.S. 
lumber sector will always seek trade protection whenever the Canadian share of the 
market rises above a level that starts influencing price (Grafton et al. S48). Besides 
more market share going to the Canadians, Cashore added that the U.S. lumber 
industry has been squeezed internally by a decreasing supply of timber from public 
forests due to more stringent environmental regulations (2). The strong U.S. dollar in 
comparison to Canadian and other currencies has also played a role, making the 
American market more enticing for exports while simultaneously hampering U.S. 
exporters (Percy and Yoder 2). Scarfe found the currency exchange rate explains 79 
per cent of the increase in Canada’s market share in the U.S. between 1973 and 1994 
(195 and 201).
Whether it is market share, stumpage subsidies or other market forces, the U.S. 
forestry sector feels threatened by the powerful presence of Canadian lumber in its 
domestic market. As a result, a large portion of the industry has banded together 
under a group called the Coalition for Fair Lumber Imports and has fought for legal 
protection under trade laws. Unless (and even if) B.C. and the other provinces change 
their forestry systems to more closely resemble the U.S. model, American trade rules 
will accommodate endless legal complaints about Canadian lumber exports (Cashore 
23).
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2. Law
Although there are other legal routes to take in a trade complaint, such as the 
escape clause that offers temporary relief to American companies from imports, even 
if they are being traded fairly, the U.S. lumber industry has preferred to seek duties 
against Canadian timber. U.S. trade law allows for the investigation and appropriate 
response to foreign trade practices that may be “illegal, unreasonable or 
discriminatory and burdensome to U.S. interests” (Gorte 9). This allows American 
industrial sectors to seek trade protection in the form of duties against exports. Anti­
dumping duties, a response on the books since the 1920s, seeks to prevent imports 
being sold at prices below the cost of production. Countervailing duties, a trade 
remedy used since the turn of the century, targets imported items that have been 
produced with the help of government subsidies (Fox 20). Duties are more attractive
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to U.S. industry seeking protection because they provide long-term relief (Fox 43). 
Legal academics have criticized the imprecise trade law for creating much of the 
rancor behind the dispute.
It is unlikely that dispute resolution steps on the international stage would 
permanently solve the problem. A judgment under the General Agreement on Trades 
and Tariffs (GATT) and now the World Trade Organization (WTO) cannot force a 
country to revoke countervailing duties, although it does allow for retaliation (Percy 
and Yoder 129). Attempts to solve the dispute under NAFTA have been lengthy, 
costly and so politically charged that the agreement itself could be undermined as 
special laws are drafted to circumvent it (Doran 712). American political interests, not 
binding international trade deals, are the forces behind the continuing acrimony of the 
softwood lumber dispute (Gagne 68).
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3. Politics
The politicization of the softwood lumber dispute on both sides of the border has 
compromised U.S. trade law, as well as international trade agreements, as political 
leaders have been busy for the last 20 years cutting side deals to find temporary 
settlements to the dispute. Industry lobbying, particularly by the Americans, has also 
been a key factor in shaping the political debate. Furthermore, the differences 
between the Canadian and American lumber industries are also present in the 
differences between the styles of government, leading to complaints that lumber 
agreements infringe on national sovereignty (Hayter 235). While Canadian politicians 
have complained about sovereignty breaches, the softwood lumber agreements signed 
by politicians allowed this to happen (Hayter 235-236). The 1986 agreement saw the 
U.S. retain the right to monitor the process for provinces to replace the tariff with 
stumpage fee increases. Any move by a provincial government to change its forest
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management policies, particularly reducing stumpage levels, could launch a U.S. 
countervailing duty investigation (Percy and Yoder; Hoberg and Howe). The 
softwood lumber dispute was the first time the U.S. targeted another country’s natural 
resource policy using countervailing duty laws (Hayter 159). News media coverage of 
the soverignty aspect of the softwood lumber dispute has been extensive, with the 
Canadian media, particularly in editorials and cartoons, asserting national pride while 
complaining about the devious Americans (Drushka 175 and 178).
The stumpage issue has also exposed friction between provincial and national 
interests (Balmer 92), as well as between individual provinces, since resource 
management is clearly a provincial responsibility while the federal government 
manages international trade. A softwood lumber agreement with the U.S. could be on 
shaky constitutional ground because the federal government does not have the 
authority to force the provinces to adjust resource management policy, such as 
stumpage rates, to accommodate a trade deal (Percy and Yoder 102). Furthermore, 
both the federal and provincial governments have used the dispute as an excuse to 
further their own political agendas and make policy changes, often at the expense of 
each other (Bernstein and Cashore; Hayter). In 1986, the federal government sought a 
softwood deal with the U.S. to keep free trade talks on track, avoid major conflict 
with the provinces and still appear to defend national interests against the U.S. (Fox 
39). Meanwhile, the B.C. government used the dispute as an excuse to make the 
politically unpopular move of raising stumpage fees (Groen 72-73). Along with this 
federal-provincial tension is the fact Canadian politicians familiar with parliamentary 
democracy may not have been able to appreciate the fragmented three-branch system
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of the U.S. republic and the division of powers between the states and Washington 
(Balmer 378).
While recent Democratic and Republican presidents have sought free trade. 
Congress has been passing tighter trade laws, usually with bipartisan support (Percy 
and Yoder 10). In this context, even if B.C. and other provinces acquiesced to U.S. 
demands and moved towards a competitive bidding process for harvesting rights to 
mirror the American method, there is still no guarantee U.S. companies would not 
find other reasons to seek countervailing duties on Canadian softwood imports 
(Cashore 21). The irony is smaller timber producers do not overly benefit from trade 
protection. One of the big witmers is the U.S. government since higher lumber prices 
drive up harvesting bids on public land, while large private timberland holders, such 
as International Paper, are also clear beneficiaries (Percy and Yoder; Anderson and 
Cairns; Fox and Uhler).
Furthermore, an American-based backlash against its own lumber industry has 
failed to gain political ground. The American Consumers for Affordable Homes, a 
lobby group with the support of Home Depot, the National Association of Home 
Builders and the National Lumber and Building Material Dealers Association as 
members, want all duties on Canadian lumber dropped (Lindsey et al. 4). They, along 
with the Native American Indian House Council (Lindsey et al. 6) argued trade 
restrictions added $800 to $1,300 to the cost of a new home, keeping 300,000 
American families out of the market (Lindsey et al. 1). Critics of this finding pointed 
out that a minor increase in mortgage rates from 8 to 8 1/8 percent would increase the 
cost of an average new home by more than $1,300 (Gorte 24). These protests have
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had little effect, however, as the American lumber industry has been able to keep up 
the political pressure, focusing on the differences regarding forest policy (Drushka 
173).
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4. Forest Policy
As discussed above, the differences between Canada and the U.S. in political 
structures, legal avenues and economic conditions have all contributed in varying 
degrees to the length and intensity of the softwood lumber dispute. Differing forest 
policy between the two nations is the fourth and final piece of the puzzle. Forest 
policy differences revolve around export restrictions and environmental regulations. 
These differences have been cited to varying degrees by both countries to justify 
domestic forestry practices.
Canada and the U.S. have come under increasing pressure from environmental 
groups and concerned citizens to give greater consideration to the non-timber value of 
forests. The growing tourist industry also wants forest lands maintained to serve 
recreation demands. Both environmentalists and the tourism sector are insisting 
timber harvesting on public lands be done in a sustainable fashion. In B.C., land
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daims from First Nations also complicate the picture (Fox; Balmer; Hayter). One side 
effect of the public nature of the softwood lumber dispute is the increased scrutiny 
from a broadening range of players, such as environmentalists, tourism industry 
leaders and First Nations, seeking to protect and enhance their own interests (Balmer 
86). Meanwhile, the U.S. has implemented increasingly complicated administrative 
and environmental processes for forest companies to use to harvest timber on public 
lands. Canadian lumber producers have replied to these environmental challenges by 
stating they are usually responsible for reforestation and protection of watersheds, 
while U.S. companies simply make deposits as part of their stumpage to pay the U.S. 
Forest Service to handle reforestation (Gorte 16). Despite these additional 
responsibilities, Canadian lumber producers have come under criticism from 
environmentalists for not paying more for timber harvesting on public lands. This has 
created some strange bedfellows, with the B.C. government siding with the 
environmentalists against industry in the late 1980s as part of political efforts to 
justify a hike in stumpage rates (Bernstein and Cashore 34-35).
Export restrictions have also been a target, particularly against B.C., and these 
restrictions have been used in the U.S. to justify countervailing duties (Gorte 19). The 
province began restricting log exports in 1888 but U.S. log exports from public lands 
are also restricted and some individual states even forbid out-of-state log exports 
(Gorte 17). The American media did take notice of this stance. When the CFLI 
challenged B.C.’s log export restrictions in 1992, Canada angrily pointed out the 
hypocrisy of criticizing a ban that is also in place for U.S. timber in public lands. 
Editorials in the Baltimore Sun, Detroit News, New York Times, Washington Post and
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Chicago Tribune supported the Canadian perspective, as well as major Pacific 
Northwest papers, such as the Portland Oregonian (Balmer 103).
The ability of Canadian timber to maintain U.S. market share while producers 
were paying the softwood lumber agreement premium, as well as increasing 
production, only fueled American arguments that stumpage rates are set below the 
true market value to enhance competitiveness (Ragosta, qtd. in Gorte 14). Yet public 
auction is not always a true market test, Balmer argues. The American auction system 
has its own problems, including miscalculations on the value of timber and reports of 
collusion between bidders (90). Ironically, the B.C. Ministry of Forests and the U.S. 
Forest Service use similar ways to appraise stumpage values (Gorte 14). Clearly, the 
two nations bring a different perspective to forest policy. Canada believes 
government ownership helps ensure long-term economic stability while the U.S. 
prefers private ownership and a competitive market for timber (Balmer 85). One 
suggestion would have B.C. stop trying to satisfy U.S. lumber industry demands and 
simply devise a forest policy system that suits B.C. and its lumber producers best 
(Grafton et al. S48).
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Conclusion
Besides putting a study on source use in newspaper coverage of the softwood 
lumber dispute within a context of academic research, this review suggests numerous 
factors to consider when conducting the content analysis of the news stories, as well 
as questions to pose to the reporters and editors in the questionnaires. During the 
content analysis, the quantity of government and business sources, compared to other 
sources, such as environmental groups and First Nations, must be measured to 
demonstrate the degree reporters rely on ‘official’ sources and ‘source environments’ 
for their coverage of the dispute. The content analysis should also reveal the extent 
conflict, particularly in the political arena, has been used to frame news stories. Both 
the content analysis and questionnaire results will shed light on the validity of 
structural-pluralism theoiy. Applying the theory, this study should find greater source
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diversity and increased conflict coverage in the Vancouver Sun and the Globe and 
Mail than the Prince George Citizen. Furthermore, comparing the elements felt most 
newsworthy in the newspaper stories with areas of the dispute academics have studied 
will also help explain how coverage has been framed. The questionnaires will assess 
the degree individual newsroom routines and organizational structures shape 
coverage. Finally, the concerns briefly raised by Drushka, regarding potential bias 
and lack of probing coverage, will be considered in a discussion of the results of the 
content analysis and the questionnaires.
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Chapter Three: Results
Source Perspectives
A content analysis and a questionnaire were used to address the primary 
research question, which asked what types of sources are most frequently used 
to frame news coverage of the softwood lumber dispute. The central finding 
of this thesis project -  Canadian print media coverage of the Canada/U.S. 
softwood lumber dispute featured political and industry sources more 
than half of the time while all other source perspectives appeared far less 
frequently -  was confirmed by the content analysis of the data set and an e- 
mail questionnaire with the reporters and editors producing the data in the 
Vancouver Sun and the Prince George Citizen. In all three years of the study.
49
reporters Hamilton and Hoekstra used industry sources most often and 
political sources second while the reverse was true with Ottawa-based reporter 
O'Neft.
INDUSTRY/POLITICAL SOURCE USE
As Table 1 shows, 
political and industry 
sources, combined, were used 
75 per cent of the time or 
more, ranging to 97 per cent 
in the Globe^s seven stories 
published during 2001. 
Industry sources alone
Industry% Political% Total%
Hoekstra
7999 55 8 19 2 75
2000 62 1 31 912
2007 473 40.4 877
Hamilton
7999 60.5 19.7 802
2000 64.2 20 8 85
2007 49 8 29 8 79.6
O’Neil
2007 33 9 5&5 84.4
Globe
2007 36.4 60.6 97
Table 1
accounted for half to two-thirds of the total sources used by Hamilton and Hoekstra 
during the survey period. Both O’Neil and the Globe used industry sources about one- 
third of the time during their 2001 coverage. O’Neil did only one story in 1999 and 
one in 2000 on the dispute. Both stories used political and industry sources only. The 
Globe did no stories on the dispute in 1999 and 2000. Except for Hoekstra in 1999, 
when source use from a social perspective hit 19.2 per cent (see page 114), all three 
reporters and the Globe’s coverage cited sources from other perspectives -  economic, 
environmental, social. First Nations or other -  10 per cent of the time or less.
These results were corroborated by the e-mail questionnaire. When asked what 
kind of story the softwood lumber dispute is, all three reporters and two editors put 
the story in a political and industry context.
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“It’s both an economic and political dispute on the world stage. It’s 
impacts, however, are felt locally.” -  Hoekstra
“It started as a trade story, of interest only to industry and business. Most 
readers had a general unease about it but were not interested enough to read 
more. That has changed. It has snowballed into a story that readers may not 
understand completely but they see it as embodying everything we dislike 
about Americans. I shouldn't have been, but I was surprised by an Ipsos- 
Reid/Webster Foundation poll that showed it was consider the most important 
news story of the year in B.C. It is a people story because of the worker lay­
offs. It is a sovereignty story because of the policy push from the US. It's 
economic, it's trade, its community.” -  Hamilton
“Economic, conflict, good guys vs. bad guys (the participants’ 
perspective, not mine), nationalism, blatant self-interest on both sides, lots of 
misconceptions.” -  O’Neil
“Having been a business journalist for three decades, I see the softwood 
lumber dispute as a business story.” -  Bnchin
“Given Prince George’s -  and the Central Interior’s -  reliance on the 
lumber industry, the softwood lumber dispute is the most important issue in 
the region.” -  Paulson
The follow-up question asked each respondent to state the major players in this 
story. Again, all five respondents predominantly answered towards political and 
industry players, suggesting these would be the key sources used to frame the story.
“Companies, workers, communities, the provincial government are the 
major players from my perspective in Vancouver. They are the ones affected.
The US lumber lobby, US sawmillers and landowners are also major players.
And of course there are our two federal governments.” -  Hamilton
“U.S. politicians and industry, B.C. politicians, B.C. lumber producers, the 
rest of Canada. The sawmill workers. Loggers and truckers. Logging and 
sawmill equipment suppliers. Mechanics. Clothing stores. Restaurants. Car 
dealers. You get the idea.” -  Hoekstra
“Industry on both sides are the lead players, governments secondary, then 
workers, communities, etc. far behind.” -  O’Neil
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“Major players are the forest companies who were hammered with duties, 
the people who work for them, the Canadian, American and B.C. governments 
and the lobby groups on both sides of the border.” -  Enchin
“Major players include the provincial government and Forest Minister 
Mike de Jong, the federal government, Canfor president and CEO David 
Emerson, B.C. Lumber Trade Council president John Allan and various 
spokesmen on the American side.” -  Paulson
Combined, the results from the e-mail questionnaire and the content analysis suggest 
the deadline-driven newspaper business relies heavily on government and business 
sources. The availability of these ‘official’ sources to provide news content and 
quotes to reporters on a tight deadline allows reporters to quickly and easily stay on 
top of the most recent developments in the dispute as they occur in high-level 
government and industry talks. To give their stories broader context, however, 
reporters make an effort to occasionally feature other source perspectives while 
framing the softwood lumber dispute.
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Framing the Softwood Lumber Dispute
The first specific question explored by this study asked how the Vancouver Sun
and the Prince George Citizen, 
as well as the Globe and Mail 
newspaper and three 
alternative magazines, framed 
the softwood lumber dispute 
from 1999 through 2001 and 
how these publications 
compared to each other. 
Besides the predominance of
ISSUE SIDE OF SOURCES
Pro-Can.% Anti-Can. % Neutral%
Hoekstra
yppp 692 11.5 19 2
2000 55 j 0 44.8
2007 60.9 5.9 33/2
Hamilton
7999 6T2 7.9 289
2000 54.7 9.4 35 8
2007 60.9 1Z3 26.9
O’Neil
2007 486 7.3 44
Globe
2007 545 333 12.1
Table 2
political and industry perspectives, sources in all three newspapers heavily favoured 
Canadian interests. A neutral perspective was sometimes offered while an American 
view, criticizing the Canadian political and industry perspective, was occasionally
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featured in the Vancouver Sun and the Prince George Citizen. As Table 2 illustrates, 
Hoekstra and Hamilton’s sources were pro-CanWian between 55 and 70 per cent of 
the time while sources articulating a pro-American view were never used more than 
12.3 per cent of the time (see pages 113 to 118 for more detailed tables). Sources with 
neutral views were used about one-third of the time by both reporters. Both Hamilton 
and Hoekstra corroborated this result in their questionnaire response regarding how 
they cover the U.S. perspective and if they felt they provide balanced coverage 
between perspectives.
“I talk to the US Coalition for Fair Lumber Imports, usually their legal 
counsel John Ragosta. I also talk with their exec director Scott Shotwell, their 
chairman. Rusty Woods, vice-chair Dick Beimett, corporate heads, 
representatives for landowners, wholesalers, retailers. I don't balance every 
story with the US position. When relevant I do. But since much of this story is 
about impacts in BC, that is where I am focussed. I have travelled to the US 
and did a two or three part series which dealt with the US perspective. The 
series was well displayed, compared lumber and log prices and put a human 
face on the issues by profiling loggers, sawmillers and homebuilders in the 
southern US.” -  Hamilton
“Usually by talking to representatives of the U.S. Coalition for Fair 
Lumber Imports. But I have also covered the CEOs of major firms like 
Louisiana Pacific, Lowe’s, as well as American Consumers for Affordable 
Housing, a coalition opposing the tariff. If you’re talking about between the 
U.S. and Canada, no. The American side just doesn’t get as much ink” -  
Hoekstra
Meanwhile, O’Neil’s sources were less frequently pro-Canadian and more often 
neutral in their views while anti-Canadian views were as infrequently used as by 
Hoekstra and Hamilton. While the Globe and MaiVs sources were 54.5 per cent pro- 
Canadian, matching the Sun and the Citizen, the Globe's used of pro-American and 
neutral sources were in direct contrast to the Sun and the Citizen. One-third of the 
sources used by the Globe and Mail took pro-American views while sources with
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neutral perspectives were used just 12.1 per cent of the time. Report’s story used one 
neutral source and one pro-American source while the stories in First Perspective and 
Windspeaker featured exclusively First Nation sources arguing against the Canadian 
perspective in the dispute. Although each magazine only provided one story to the 
data set, it appears all three publications sought to articulate not only their own 
agendas but also viewpoints not featured in daily newspapers. There are several 
possible explanations for the Globe's significantly higher use of pro-American 
sources. First, it appears the Globe stressed the trade conflict in its stories, 
emphasizing the differences between the two sides as a way of seeking balance. 
Second, source availability may have also played a role as the Globe has a 
Washington news bureau with U.S. government sources more readily at hand.
Another possible explanation for the Globe's higher use of anti-Canadian sources 
may be due to status. Besides perspective and issue side frequency, this study also 
measured the status of sources. The Globe routinely sought sources with higher status 
SOURCE STATUS BY REPORTERdPUBLICATION
Executive% Spokesperson% Worker% Neutral%
Hoekstra
/PPP 327 48 1 ITS 1.9
2000 27.6 62.1 3.4 6.9
2007 397 51.5 3.4 5.4
Hamilton
7P9P 34.2 46 1 11.8 7.9
2000 19.8 63 2 7.5 9.4
2007 46.2 37.6 5.2 11
O’Neil
2007 36.7 5&5 0.9 119
Globe
2007 51.5 48 5 0 0
Tables
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than the Sun or the Citizen for their softwood lumber dispute coverage. As Table 3 
shows, all of the Globe's sources were either executives or spokespersons, while the 
Sun and Citizen reporters also used workers and other sources (see pages 126 to 131 
for complete tables). Hoekstra, Hamilton and O’Neil relied on spokespersons more 
often than executives, while the magazine stories almost exclusively used 
spokespersons. The frequency workers and other sources of less status were used in 
the Sun and the Citizen was about 10 to 15 per cent of the time, fairly even between 
all three reporters. This could be due to the availability of sources. The experience of 
the three reporters may have also played a role since more experienced reporters are 
less reliant on business and government contacts (Lacy and Coulsen 14). When asked 
in the questionnaire how long they have been reporters and how long they have been 
covering forestry issues, all three reporters replied they have at least 10 years 
experience while Hamilton and Hoekstra stated they have worked with forestry as 
their beat for at least five years. O’Neil’s experience is in political reporting but he 
did respond that the softwood lumber dispute has become a big story for him over the 
last two years. Enchin and Paulson both have more than 20 years experience as 
journalists and about four each as editors.
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Source Use
The second specific question this study posed was how has source use defined the 
characteristics of these frames. The predominance of government and industry 
sources, holding powerful executive and/or spokesperson positions while articulating 
a pro-Canadian perspective, is further confirmed by looking at the individual sources 
newspapers used most frequently. Table 4 lists the status of the top four most 
frequently used sources by each reporter and the Globe (see complete tables on pages 
126-144). There were some noticeable exceptions to the expectation this list would 
only be executives and/or spokespersons, particularly in Hoekstra and Hamilton’s 
source lists, confirming their earlier questionnaire responses that major players in the 
story are not just government and industry. In 1999, Hoektra’s most frequently used 
source was Doug Smyth, the research director with the forest sector’s largest union, 
the IWA. Smyth was the third-most used source by Hamilton in both 1999 and 2000.
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STATUS OF MOST FREQUENTLY USED SOURCES
Sourcel Source2 Sources Source4
Hoekstra
7999 Worker Political Exec. Industry Exec. Spokes.
2000 Spokes. Industry Exec. Political Exec. Industry Exec.
2007 Political Exec. Industry Exec. Spokes. Political Exec.
Hamilton
7999 Industry Exec. Political Exec. Worker Spokes.
2000 Industry Exec. Spokes. Worker Spokes.
2007 Political Exec. Political Exec. Spokes. Industry Exec.
O’Neil
2007 Political Exec. Spokes. Political Exec. Spokes.
Globe
2007 Political Exec. Spokes./Ind. Political Exec. Political Exec.
Table 4
While the overall list of their sources is a who’s who of national and provincial 
political and industrial leaders, along with prominent spokespersons in government 
and the forest industry, three other names stood out beside Smyth. When Hamilton or 
Hoekstra sought a neutral authority on the forest sector, they turned to either Laurie 
Cater or Charles Widman, the publishers of market analyses regarding the current 
state and future prognosis of the world lumber markets. When a pro-American source 
was featured, it was most likely to be John Ragosta, the Washington-based lawyer 
representing the Council for Fair Lumber Imports lobby group.
Newspaper coverage changed in 2001, as the previous softwood lumber 
agreement between the two countries expired and the dispute moved into the political 
arena. All three reporters and the Globe and Mail newspaper produced more stories 
on the dispute and a broader range of individual sources was called upon to frame the 
dispute as Table 5 shows (see pages 132 through 144 for complete tables). Hamilton 
used 88 individual sources that year (53 of them just once) in the 214 times
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Individual Sources Source Use Total
Hoekstra
fPPP 27 52
2000 16 29
200/ 65 203
Hamilton
fPPP 38 76
2000 34 53
2007 88 214
O’Neil
2007 44 109
Globe
2007 24 33
named sources were used INDIVIDUAL SOURCES/TOTAL SOURCE USE 
in his stories that year.
Hoekstra featured 65 
individual sources (29 of 
them just once) in the 203 
times he cited named sources.
O’Neil used 44 individual 
sources in 2001 (23 of them 
just once) while 24 individual 
sources appeared in the Table 5
Globe’s stories. It is important to note, however, the change in ratio between 
individual sources and total source use during 2001 for both Hamilton and Hoekstra. 
While individual sources made up half or more of the total source use in 1999 and 
2000, that ratio dropped significantly during 2001. In other words, an increase in the 
number of overall sources in 2001 also saw an increase in the number of times 
individual sources were featured during the year.
Despite the additional number of sources used, perspective diversity in Hamilton 
and Hoekstra’s stories during 2001 remained mostly unchanged. Both reporters 
simply used a broader range of political and industry sources, such as the mayors of 
smaller forestry-dependent communities and the owners and operators of smaller, 
independent sawmill operations. These sources were usually only called upon once or 
twice during 2001, since the top sources were used more often. Table 6 shows there 
was no corresponding increase in the percentage of source use from
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PERCENTAGE OF SOURCE PERSPECTIVE economic (eco ),
environmental (env.),
Ind./Pol. Eco. Env. Soc. r* Oth.
Hoekstra
7999 75 1.9 0 19.2 3.8 0
2000 93 2 0 0 3.4 0 3.4
2007 87.7 3.4 0 4.4 0 4.4
Hamilton
7999 802 6.6 2.6 10.5 0 0
2000 85 3.8 3.8 5.7 1.9 0
2007 796 5.1 3.3 4.7 0 7.4
O’Neil
2007 84.4 3.7 0 2.8 0 9.2
Globe
2007 97 3 0 0 0 0
social (soc.). First 
Nations (1®‘) or other 
(oth.) perspectives, 
compared to the 
continued overwhelming 
use of industry (ind.) and 
political (pol.) sources 
Table 6 during 2001 (see pages
119 to 126 for complete tables).
As coverage of the softwood lumber dispute increased in the Sun and the Citizen, 
so did the number of sources, although perspective diversity did not increase at the 
same time Source diversity AVERAGE NUMBER OF SOURCES PER STORY
increased not only in the 
number of different sources 
used over the course of a 
year but also in the average 
number of sources used per 
story, as Table 7 shows (see 
pages 103 to 108 for 
complete tables). Both
Number of Stories Source/Story Avg.
Hoekstra
7999 24 2.2
2000 14 2.1
2007 86 2.4
Hamilton
7999 24 3.3
2000 18 2.9
2007 53 4.0
O’Neil
2007 25 4.4
Globe
2007 7 4.7
Table 7
Hoekstra and Hamilton did the fewest stories in 2000, more stories in 1999 and the
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most in 2001. The average number of sources used per story was lowest in 1999 and 
most in 2001 for both reporters. The availability of sources for interviews may have 
played a factor in using more community sources as the story intensified during 
2001. When asked in the questionnaire about how sources are chosen and the 
relationship they have with sources, Hoekstra and O’Neil said availability is the key 
requirement.
“It’s more a matter of the path of least resistance, particularly when under 
time constraints. The sources that are more available and willing to speak get 
used more.” -  Hoekstra
“Are they honest, do they return calls quickly, are they well-informed, “in 
the loop.” -  O’Neil
ATTRIBUTES OF TOP SOURCES
Hoekstra Hamilton O’Neil Globe
de Jong
Frequency-avg. statements/story 6.5 6.4 3.7 3
De^ree-avy;. words/story 1196 199 8 74.7 49.5
Prominence-avy. % o f stories 275 27.8 10.1 7.7
Pettigrew
Frequency 1.4 2.5 5.2 8
Deyree 17.1 83.1 124.5 147
Prominence 4 10.1 189 17
Table 8
The availability of sources, both at the local level but also at the provincial and 
national level, as well as American contacts, not only contributed to their frequency 
in stories but also to the prominence they were given in individual stories. When 
looking at individual source attributes, there was a general trend suggesting the more 
frequently a source appeared, the greater prominence that source received in 
individual stories. The most frequently used source by Hamilton and Hoekstra in 
2001, B.C. forests minister Mike de Jong, received almost identical scores for the
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average number of statements made per story (Hamilton -  6.4, Hoekstra -  6.5) and 
the average percentage of space devoted to his statements per story (Hamilton -  27.8, 
Hoekstra -  27.5) as Table 8 shows (see pages 132 to 144 for complete tables). Less 
frequently cited sources generally received lower scores for average number of 
statements (frequency), number of words devoted to their statements in each story 
(degree) and the percentage of each story their statements occupied (prominence). 
The trend was also visible in 1999 and 2000. While the most frequently cited source 
in 2001 in O’Neil’s and the Globe's stories, federal trade minister Pierre Pettigrew, 
did not receive as high a prominence score (18.9 and 17, respectively) as de Jong, the 
same trend is visible when looking at all three categories. The questionnaire 
responses stated earlier regarding who are considered the major players in the story 
confirmed this finding.
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Newsroom Routines and Organizational Structures
The third and final specific question this study considered was how do newsroom 
routines and organizational structures shape coverage of the softwood lumber dispute. 
For this study, newsroom routines refer to the individual habits adopted by reporters 
and editors to make them more productive and efficient newsgatherers while 
organizational structures refer to the broader parameters of time and space set by their 
employers that reporters and editors must work in. This question relied less on the 
content analysis data and more on the questionnaires to provide possible answers. As 
explained earlier, news media coverage of the softwood lumber dispute spiked in 
2001, after little coverage by O’Neil and nothing by the Globe and Mail, as well as 
the magazines. Hoekstra and Hamilton generated stories in 1999 and 2000 but were 
far more prolific in 2001. Newspaper coverage of the dispute during 2001 largely 
occurred in the spring and fall, coinciding with the end of the previous five-year
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softwood lumber agreement between Canada and the United States on March 31 and 
the subsequent political efforts by the U.S. lumber lobby group, the Council for Fair 
Lumber Imports, to seek countervailing and anti-dumping duties on Canadian lumber. 
Heavy coverage resumed in the Sun and Citizen during the fall as high-level 
negotiations between top political and industry leaders sought, but failed, to resolve 
the dispute. Meanwhile, the Globe produced four stories during August and early 
September, prior to the negotiations. Two of the stories regarded comments 
apparently made by Prime Minister Jean Chretien that he had linked lumber exports 
to energy exports during a conversation with President George W. Bush. First 
Perspective published its story on the dispute in June while Report published its piece 
in September. The Windspeaker article appeared in June 2000.
The content analysis also revealed that more coverage of the softwood lumber 
dispute during 2001 meant not only more stories but longer stories as both Hamilton 
and Hoekstra introduced greater source diversity into their work. Although both 
reporters produced fewer stories in 2000 than 1999, the average word count still 
increased in 2000. The newsroom routines at the Sun and the Citizen may explain this 
finding. Both Enchin and Paulson, in their questionnaire responses, stressed how 
much freedom reporters had to follow their own newsroom routines by assigning 
themselves and framing the story in the manner they thought best, including story 
length. The editors trusted the news routines, expertise and experience of the reporters 
to operate under the organizational structures and file an appropriate story on 
deadline. The three reporters confirmed this arrangement with their responses.
“Mostly the reporter pitches stories. He has a very firm grasp of the 
dispute and needs little direction.” - Paulson
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“Virtually all stories are generated by myself. Usually I don’t need to pitch 
stories. I just say what I’m doing... and it’s fine.” -  Hoekstra
"... in Gordon Hamilton's case, I let him be the judge of how long a 
project should take. With young reporters or journalists unfamiliar with 
business reporting, I would suggest sources. Gordon Hamilton needed no help 
in this regard.” -  Enchin
“I have few restrictions, as long as I let my editor know in advance what I 
am planning. I am encouraged to write about the story, not told how to do it, 
not criticized for what I have or haven't done. I think this may be partly 
because nobody really wants to get too deep themselves into the issue and as 
long as we are seen as being at the front of the news coverage, senior 
management is happy to let things unfold as they are. Nine out of ten I am 
self-assigned.” -  Hamilton
“I usually initiate coverage with contact with editors. Ideas rarely 
rejected.” -  O’Neil
Despite this apparent freedom to cover the story, all three reporters noted aspects 
of organizational structures that restrict coverage. Both Hoekstra and Hamilton said 
time and other reporting commitments are barriers to more thorough work. O’Neil 
agreed other, more important stories in his beat taking priority were a factor but he 
also cited the complexity of the dispute and the reluctance of industry and 
government sources to provide him with information.
“Time. For example, even when there’s a major development on an issue 
like forest policy or the softwood lumber dispute, I may also be expected to 
work on one or two more stories. This simply thins out the focus. Often the 
analysis gets left out.” -  Hoekstra
“Time, the difference between time-zones or I am doing something else.
Often if I am busy it will be my judgment call.” -  Hamilton
“Complexity of issue, reluctance of some industry and government 
sources to be more open, emergence of other political issues that draw my 
attention elsewhere.” -  O’Neil
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Total Words Avg. Story Length
Hoekstra
8119 338J
2000 4959 354 2
200/ 34304 3989
Hamilton
/OOP 13977 582.4
2000 11276 626.4
200/ 39974 754 2
O’Neil
200/ 15480 619 2
Globe
200/ 5393 770.4
The content analysis also WORD COUNT/STORY LENGTH
revealed differences in 
organizational structures between 
the Sun and the Citizen. O’Neil 
and Hamilton enjoy significantly 
more space to write their stories as 
Table 9 shows (see pages 99 
through 102). Their average story 
length during 2001 was 619.2 
words and 754.2 words, Table 9
respectively, compared to 398.9 words for Hoekstra. Although Hoekstra produced 86 
stories on the dispute in 2001, compared to Hamilton’s 53, Hamilton wrote more than 
5,000 additional words on the dispute during that time. The questionnaire responses 
from each reporter regarding how long they usually write their stories backed up this 
finding.
“Stories at the Citizen come in two sizes -  daily stories that can run 10-12 
inches, a little more with a sidebar, and Saturday Reports that can run 35-50 
inches.” -  Hoekstra
“I have few restrictions, as long as I let my editor know in advance what I 
am planning. I would say most are between 12” and 20” but I am also 
encouraged to write features and, under our current management, I have never 
been told a feature story is too long.” -  Hamilton
“650 words [about 18 to 20 inches].” -  O’Neil
Organizational structures can shape newsroom routines, particularly individual 
reporter preferences on how to stay on top of unfolding events within their beat.
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When asked about the various possible ways to gather news, all three reporters 
provided different responses. O’Neil said he works the phones, calling sources, but 
Hoekstra takes a more general approach within his broader beat at the Citizen to stay 
on top of developments in the forest industry. Hamilton provided a detailed response, 
explaining how he does both, while also monitoring the various wire services.
“I call sources (industry, political, look for tips)” -  O’Neil
“Stories are generated by keeping up to date, as much as possible, on 
current events with the forest industry, softwood trade dispute, mountain pine 
beetle epidemic and to a lesser extent First Nations and environmental issues.”
-  Hoekstra
“It has changed in the last few years. The first step today is to check 
telephone messages, e-mails and web-sites for news that is generally 
generated by institutions, eco-groups or corporations. Often I will get an idea 
from those sources, ie: a higher number of mill closures in the U.S. than in 
Canada that were appearing in stats published on the U.S. lumber industry 
newsletter Random Lengths website prompted my interest in the different 
impacts the softwood lumber tariff was having on sawmills. Industry analysts, 
who put out weekly e-mail reports are also a good source of material for me, 
as is a daily report put out by a futures trader, which is a combination of news 
and gossip heard during the trading day. I also rely on wire services such as 
Bloomberg, where I monitor news and stock activities for about a dozen forest 
companies. There I may get a story from a one-line report that Standard &
Poors has lowered a forest company's debt-rating. From there, I will make 
calls to sources to find out why. I talk several times a week with usual 
sources, p.r. people in industry, government and eco-groups as well as 
industry analysts and consultants. These calls often are usually on a 
background basis with me looking for information that may generate a news 
story. They are chatty calls which I hope leave my sources feeling relaxed 
about talking with me and comfortable about sharing information that I may 
or may not use in a story. The understanding we work on is that they have the 
choice whether they want any comments on the record and I explain how I see 
the story unfolding so they don't have to worry about surprises. An issue has 
never surfaced where this arrangement has been problematic and there have 
been instances in government where it has resulted in my getting information 
that I may otherwise have to file for through a freedom of information 
request.” -  Hamilton
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When asked how often they react to a press release or scheduled media event, the 
answers varied from not very often because “there are few orchestrated events in the 
forest industry” (Hoekstra) to “minority of the time” (O’Neil) to “probably three 
times a week, especially in the softwood lumber issue, where so much news has 
revolved around the unfolding of administrative deadlines” (Hamilton). A similar 
variety in answers was found when the reporters were asked how often they follow up 
stories that first appeared in other newspapers. O’Neil’s answer was “frequent”, 
Hoekstra said “sometimes” and Hamilton said “not very often.” Hoekstra’s further 
response to this question contained a key piece of information to explain the 
differences in source use and framing, particularly when he was writing about the 
same event or development in the dispute as the other reporters.
“Because we’re a smaller paper, sometimes a decision may be made to use wire to 
cover off some development, but then localize it with reaction or analysis... ” - 
Hoekstra
While Hamilton appears to use the wire services for story ideas only, Hoekstra 
seems to use it more often to provide basic coverage of action by the national and 
provincial players so he can spend more time working local and regional sources into 
his stories.
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Chapter Four: Discussion
The results from this study corroborate most of the findings contained in previous 
academic research of the news media with a few significant exceptions. While 
Shoemaker and Reese (222) noted that individual routines have a greater influence on 
news coverage at smaller newspapers, with organizational structures playing a more 
significant role at larger publications, Hamilton and O’Neil at the Sun appear to enjoy 
as much freedom as Hoekstra to cover the story they way they feel is most 
appropriate with little guidance from editors. One possible reason suggested by the 
editors in their questionnaire responses could be the experience of the reporters does 
not require more overt control of their work. If the reporters were less experienced or 
new to the beat, they could see more involvement from editors regarding story length
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and source selection. Further research could compare the involvement of editors with 
new reporters and senior reporters to see if that is the case. That research could also 
see whether senior reporters really do have the degree of freedom observed in this 
study or whether senior reporters have been the most successful at meeting the 
expectations of editors.
Another potential reason for the degree of freedom enjoyed by the Sun and 
Citizen reporters covering the softwood lumber dispute are busy editors, worrying 
about a multitude of stories, have only a basic understanding of the complexities of 
the dispute. Hamilton suggested this in his response on how he pitches stories to 
editors, when he stated "... nobody really wants to get too deep themselves into the 
issue and as long as we are seen as being at the front of the news coverage, senior 
management is happy to let things unfold as they are.” Since coverage of the dispute 
appears adequate to editors, when comparing it to other media coverage, reporters are 
given the freedom to self-direct the framing of their stories. This result seems to fly in 
the face of much of the literature (see page 28) that shows newsrooms firmly under 
the control of editors who dictate their preferences directly and indirectly (Breed, qtd. 
in Fico and Soflfin, Reisner, Shoemaker and Reese, and Tichenor et al; Kaniss; Gans, 
qtd. in Kaniss; Schudson, qtd. in Reisner; and Shoemaker and Reese). In this case, the 
editors understand that the softwood lumber dispute is enormously complex but that 
their reporters have a much better understanding of how to explore those complexities 
in interesting news stories. As a result, the editors rely on the news judgment of these 
three reporters to cover the story, with little direct supervision. This supports
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Manning’s belief that individual reporters and editors can have a significant impact in 
shaping the established routine (53).
As for structural-pluralism theory, the results of the content analysis confirm 
larger, urban newspapers have greater source use per story than rural newspapers 
when covering the same ongoing conflict (see tables on degree of source use on pages 
96-101). Source availability is the reason urban newspapers have a more diverse 
source mix over rural publications under structural-pluralism theory but this 
explanation may be out of date. Communications technology, in the form of cell 
phones, pagers, fax machines and e-mail have leveled the playing field between urban 
and rural reporters trying to reach sources. Rural reporters can now just as easily 
contact a desired urban source as their city-based colleagues. Instead of source 
availability, the questionnaires and the content analysis suggest organizational 
structures, such as the average number of words per story and the amount of time and 
resources provided to each reporter, are more significant factors. Stories on the 
dispute were longer at the Sun and the Globe, large metropolitan newspapers, than the 
Citizen, a small, regional daily. The Sun and the Globe not only publish more pages 
of news each day than the Citizen, they have more space available for individual 
stories. Furthermore, since there are more reporters at larger newspapers, beats are 
more specialized, giving reporters more time to devote on events happening within 
their beat, a luxury not enjoyed by reporters at smaller newspapers. Hoekstra 
explained this in his response on the organizational structures affecting his coverage, 
writing that “even when there’s a major development on an issues like forest policy or
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the softwood lumber dispute, I may also be expected to work on one or two more 
stories.”
While urban reporters have more time to concentrate on developments in their 
beat, prioritizing coverage between competing stories is still required. When the 
softwood lumber dispute becomes an issue of federal politics, O’Neil covers it in 
Ottawa for the Sun. However, his response regarding organizational structures 
affecting his coverage notes the "... emergence of other political issues that draw my 
attention elsewhere.” In other words, if there is a more significant political story 
happening on Parliament Hill, O’Neil will cover it at the expense of a story on the 
dispute. This finding was more in line with Brown et al. who wrote the number of 
sources used is dependent on the structural limitations of producing news (45-46).
Yet the results seem to counter another of Brown et al.’s finding. Both Hoekstra and 
Hamilton did the fewest stories in 2000, more stories in 1999 and the most in 2001. 
The average number of sources used per story was lowest in 1999 and most in 2001 
for both reporters. This result refutes Brown et al. that sources gain more control over 
the news as reporters increase their reliance on them (51). In this case, it appears that 
as the story grows in importance, reporters broaden the number of sources they use.
The Globe's and The Sun's greater number of sources used per story and larger 
number of different sources used than the Citizen in all three years appears to confirm 
structural-pluralism’s theory of source diversity between urban and rural newspapers. 
However, both Hoekstra and Hamilton increased their use of powerful provincial and 
national sources in 2001, while at the same time, increased their use of more sources 
at the community level. This seems to counter Herman and Chomsky’s suggestion (2)
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about a reliance of information from the ‘agents of power.’ It adds support to 
Tichenor’s finding that newspapers, located in communities affected by decisions 
made in the distant halls of power, writes stories about those decisions and the power 
brokers who make them (115). Neither Hamilton or Hoekstra simply stuck to stories 
on the dispute featuring powerful sources in Vancouver, Victoria, Ottawa and 
Washington. They added community sources to their stories, particularly in 2001, to 
show the effects of the softwood lumber dispute in forestry-dependent communities.
It is also important to note that while many of these community sources were still 
political and industry sources, such as small-town mayors and managers of the local 
sawmill, they did not always offer the same perspective as their more powerful 
political and industry counterparts in urban settings. While always supportive of the 
Canadian perspective and critical of American trade policy, these sources were often 
cited complaining about political inaction at the provincial and national levels to 
resolve the dispute. Linking lumber exports to energy exports was a common demand 
from community leaders to provincial and federal politicians.
The ‘city myopia’ of urban newspapers, as observed by Kaniss (see page 25), was 
prevalent in newspaper coverage of the softwood lumber dispute, because 
government and industry sources were more likely to be based in urban centres (75). 
However, Hamilton’s top source in 1999 and 2000, Jake Kerr, was the chairman of 
Lignum Ltd., a private logging and sawmill operation based in the B.C. Interior 
community of Williams Lake (see page 109), hundreds of kilometres from 
Vancouver. While all three reporters regularly cited sources from Vancouver,
Victoria and Ottawa, Hamilton and Hoekstra frequently used sources based in the
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B.c. Interior, such as Jadrzyk and Pendergast. In Hoekstra's case, he did not simply 
rely exclusively on sources from Prince George when bringing the story to the 
community level. He also featured sources, such as Togyi and Fox, from smaller, 
outlying B.C. Interior communities (see page 110). ‘City myopia’ may not apply to 
the Sun and Citizen’s coverage of the softwood lumber dispute, possibly because the 
dispute is perceived as a regional and provincial issue, with particular impact on rural 
communities, as well as being a threat to the health of the urban economy.
This split between urban source use and sources from smaller centres like Prince 
George, as well as rural communities, is most clearly evident when looking at the 
broader themes of softwood lumber dispute coverage. There appears to be two kinds 
of stories about the dispute -  action and effects. Action stories describe the latest 
developments in the ongoing saga of the dispute. These actions being chronicled by 
reporters are by the top players in the dispute -  the political and industry leaders 
residing in the urban arenas of power, such as Vancouver, Victoria, Ottawa and 
Washington. Effects stories describe what is happening in the places where forestry 
occurs. By its very nature, forestry operates in less urban locations, often far away 
from corporate head offices in high-rise towers. Effects stories still feature the 
political and industry leaders based in rural areas but sources with different 
perspectives, such as workers and environmentalists, are more likely to appear than in 
newspaper coverage of action stories. Put another way, action stories chronicle the 
activities of the powerful while effects stories describe the impact these activities 
have on the rest of the population. This could explain the little amount of coverage in 
the Globe and Mail, compared to the Vancouver Sun and the Prince George Citizen.
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The Globe appeared to take interest in the story only when powerful political figures 
in Ottawa -  the prime minister or the international trade minister -  were involved.
Proximity may also play a role. The British Columbia economy is dependent on 
the forest sector, so the Vancouver Sun and the Prince George Citizen cover events, 
such as the softwood lumber dispute, that have an affect on the industry’s health. 
Although Ontario has a significant forestry industry, it is nowhere near the size of 
British Columbia’s. Due to the physical distance from B.C., it is possible the Globe 
simply does not see the softwood lumber dispute as an important story to its audience 
in Toronto, as well as across the country. Although the results of this study are 
specific to the time, the publications and the story, it is possible these story themes 
and the split between urban and rural sources would occur in other settings. For 
example, an analysis of agricultural stories in Saskatchewan newspapers would likely 
show a division between action stories, featuring sources in Saskatoon, Regina and 
Ottawa, and effects stories with sources from surrounding rural farming communities.
Sources from both rural and urban settings went through a “legitimation phase” 
(Tichenor 112) where they became a legitimate contact for the story but this phase 
worked both ways. As some sources became an increasingly credible part of the story 
and their frequency in newspaper coverage increased, other sources were used less 
(see tables on pages 109 and 110). For example, Smyth was Hoekstra’s top source in 
1999 but was cited only once each in 2000 and 2001. Kerr, Hamilton’s top source in 
1999 and 2000, fell to fourth in 2001. Ragosta and Emerson were the top sources that 
went through a legitimation phase from 1999 through 2001 for both Hamilton and 
Hoekstra, coinciding with their increased roles in the dispute. This legitimation phase
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seemed to apply only to political and industry sources, however. Except for Smyth, 
no source from a perspective other than government and forestry evolved into a 
legitimate, ongoing source for information and commentary. More broadly speaking, 
there was no legitimation phase observed in source use across perspectives. Other 
than Smyth, at no time during the three-year period did environmental, economic. 
First Nations, social or other sources become more legitimate contacts for stories on 
the softwood lumber dispute. As a result, the frame used to depict the dispute 
remained consistent during the three-year study period.
Newspaper coverage of the softwood lumber dispute was framed in the context 
predicted by previous research. Government and business sources were used a 
majority of the time to focus on the political and industry conflict between the two 
countries. Within this frame, dissenting views to the pro-Canadian stance almost 
exclusively came from the United States. The picture of a united community fighting 
an outside threat described by Tichenor et al. has little or no room for dissenting 
views from within the community (134). This could explain why the newspapers in 
this study provided little or no room for Canadian environmental groups or First 
Nations to voice their opposition to Canada’s stance, despite the efforts of these 
groups to do so in the international and provincial political arenas as reported in 
Windspeaker and First Perspective. The academic literature focused on the dispute 
itself has more frequently mentioned aboriginal interest in the dispute from a political 
and forest policy perspective than newspapers but only the First Nations publications 
have specifically looked at the dispute from an Aboriginal perspective. Further 
research is required to test Tichenor et al.’s finding as most of the academic studies
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comparing newspaper coverage of ongoing conflict have looked at disputes where the 
community is divided over an internal issue (see Andsager, Fico and Soffin, JefFres et 
al., Kaniss, Lacy and Coulson, Liebler and Bendix, Miller and Riechert, Taylor et a l, 
Tewksbury et a l, and Tuchman). Although this study confirmed the frame predicted 
by earlier research, it rejected Herman and Chomsky’s assertions about the degree of 
control urban-based, powerful political and industry sources have over the final news 
product. While reporters rely on these sources for actions stories, effects stories 
loosen the frame to allow more critical views, even from other political and industry 
sources.
The questionnaire and content analysis provided data to further refute Herman 
and Chomsky’s claim that newspapers use filters, such as negative feedback from 
business and government, to discourage unwanted reporting. Although political and 
industry sources are used most often and their views take up the most space in 
individual stories, they do not appear to regularly call on reporters first, according to 
the questionnaires. Although de Jong was Hoekstra’s most frequent source in 2001, 
Hoekstra’s questionnaire response indicated only one instance where the forest 
minister called him with a news tip and there was no mention made of any feedback, 
positive or negative, to previous stories. Although blatant attempts are sometimes 
made to manipulate coverage, the experience of the reporters allows them to 
recognize these efforts.
"... regular sources often do not have legitimate breaking news tips. What 
they are after is to get their angle into the public purview, or if they give you 
something first, it’s because they want to get a couple of hits in your medium, 
knowing that you’ll run the so-called scoop, and then follow it up again with 
the rest of your competitors in some kind of reaction mode. They don’t do it 
too often.” -  Hoekstra
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“Some will offer exclusive coverage, which I don't really like to accept but 
I usually fall for anyway, then hate myself the morning after. Others, such as 
eco-groups, will get wind of a story I am doing and then I am barraged by four 
or five different people all telling me roughly the same thing. That works as 
well. After a telephone pummeling I am usually much more pliant. Of course 
it can have the opposite effect; I can get ticked off at them for being so 
persistent.” -  Hamilton
When asked how sources react to negative coverage, the reporters did not mention 
the degree of ‘negative feedback’ from regular, powerful sources expected with 
Herman and Chomsky’s conclusion.
“If they are sources you have built up a professional relationship with, 
they are not quick to criticize even if they don’t like the story. However, if 
they are people you don’t deal with regularly, and they don’t like what you 
write, they let you know.” -  Hoekstra
“I don't have to worry about that kind of problem. Sources who are 
pushing an agenda are usually media-sawy enough to know that the story 
they want is not likely to appear and if it does it results only when their 
interests coincide with the public interest I try to represent.” -  Hamilton
“They probably grumble to themselves because I don’t hear a lot of complaints.” 
- O ’Neft
Another possible reason to reject Herman and Chomsky’s finding regarding the 
control powerful political and industry sources have over reporters and the 
subsequent news coverage is that most of the themes featured in academic study of 
the softwood lumber dispute were also included in newspaper coverage during the 
three-year period. This similarity suggests reporters and newspapers have been as free 
to explore all aspects of the dispute as academics. The news coverage was particularly 
focused on the economic and political issues. Economic concepts explored in the 
academic literature, such as stumpage, market share, countervailing and anti-dumping
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duties, subsidies and currency exchange differential were well-covered and explained 
to newspaper readers. The political nature of the dispute studied in the literature, 
particularly pertaining to international trade agreements, sovereignty and provincial- 
national tension was also well documented in newspaper coverage. This should come 
as no surprise since these are the arenas inhabited by government and industry 
sources. While academic study has also probed the dispute as a legal and forest policy 
issue, these perspectives have received less coverage than the political and economic 
issues. When news coverage on the softwood lumber dispute has focused on issues of 
law and forest policy, these issues have been usually framed in a political and/or 
economic context, such as the Canadian government mounting legal challenges to the 
World Trade Organization and Canadian forest companies filing complaints under the 
North America Free Trade Agreement. Stories on forest policy have focused more on 
changes B.C. could make to provincial policy that might please the Americans, as 
well as the current differences in forest policy between Canada and the U.S., with less 
coverage on the complex forces, particularly legal and environmental, that shape 
current American forest policy. The potential effect of Aboriginal land claims and 
ongoing treaty negotiations in B.C. on the softwood lumber dispute was briefly 
discussed in the academic literature but was mostly missing from newspaper 
coverage.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion
Daily newspaper coverage of the softwood lumber dispute was depicted largely 
through political and industry frames from 1999 through 2001. While the number of 
times individual sources are used, as well as the diversity of sources and the 
frequency of stories, may change, the frame remains firmly in place. This finding 
suggests coverage of the softwood lumber dispute, both before and after the study 
period, would not be much different in its use of government and industry sources to
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tell the story. Framing the story in a political and industry context does not mean the 
press is enraptured with the deeds of the mighty. In the case of the Canada/U.S. 
softwood lumber dispute, any resolution of the trade battle -  temporary or permanent 
-  will occur on the political stage, with input from forestry’s most powerful players. 
Reporting on the dispute, therefore, should remain focused on the key government 
and industry players. Stories chronicling the efforts of First Nations and 
environmentalists to have a great input in the dispute through submissions to the U.S. 
Commerce Department are interesting but ultimately side issues. These groups, as 
well as unions, academics and consumer advocates, have insights into the dispute but 
their statements and actions have no real bearing on its resolution.
The vast majority of stories about the softwood lumber dispute have been about 
the battle itself with much less coverage of the dispute’s impact. Even stories 
exploring the complexities of trade law, forest policy and political maneuvering have 
focused on the conflict. As a result, the questions addressed revolve around the 
various efforts on both sides of the border to end the dispute or get a leg up on the 
other country. When coverage has moved into depicting the effects of the dispute, 
most stories have described the closure of sawmills, the declining revenues of forest 
companies and the struggling provincial and regional economies. Both Hamilton and 
Hoekstra made efforts during the study period to bring coverage of the effects of the 
dispute down to the level of the individual sawmill, its workers and the community. 
These stories are not only trumped by the latest developments in the urban centres of 
power, they are logistically more challenging. A story about new talks getting 
underway in Washington after the Canadian government makes a proposal to
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implement an export tax on softwood requires contact with the usual political and 
industry sources who are readily available for details and comment. A story about 
how the dispute is affecting the tiny community of Fort St. James, told through the 
voice of a mill worker worried about his job and his family, requires far more effort. 
First, the reporter needs to find an available source willing to talk about his or her 
personal situation, often in person instead of over the telephone to get to know the 
source better. Second, more interviews need to be done with family members and 
friends to put the mill worker’s plight in the context of home and community. Writing 
the story about the mill worker requires a greater time commitment from the reporter 
and a greater space commitment from the newspaper, as opposed to a quick phone 
call to the forests minister’s office for an update on the latest round of talks with the 
Americans.
The implications of putting the story of the miU worker behind the story of the 
politician or the forest company president are significant. Political sources inevitably 
boil the softwood lumber dispute story down to an intellectual exercise regarding 
trade policy and sovereignty infringements. Industry sources haggle over abstract 
numbers, such as percentage of market share, quotas, billions of board feet of lumber, 
amount paid in tariffs and legal challenges, the effect on quarterly earnings and the 
productivity and potential closure of sawmills. The softwood lumber dispute only 
takes on a human face after it gets past the personalities of the political and industry 
leaders and lets the people most directly affected by the dispute, but with the least 
power to influence its resolution, tell their story. This touches on one of the greatest 
challenges facing the news media’s efforts to cover any important issue, whether it is
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the softwood lumber dispute, the war on terrorism or government cutbacks to health 
care and education. Finding a proper balance, whatever that may be, between 
covering the words and actions of the powerful and covering the effects of those 
words and actions on the less powerful or powerless, remains an elusive target. In the 
case of this study, the questionnaire responses from Hamilton and Hoekstra show 
they understand mill workers and other affected people have stories worth telling but 
the reporters prioritize their coverage, making sure the political and industry story is 
told thoroughly before expanding to other perspectives, time-permitting.
Exploring how reporters prioritize coverage in their beat is one of numerous 
possible directions for future analysis. The findings from this study suggest several 
other avenues for further research, particularly in the areas of structural-pluralism 
theory, newsroom routines and organizational structures. When comparing coverage 
of the softwood lumber dispute by the Vancouver Sun and the Prince George Citizen, 
organizational structures and newsroom routines explained the difference in the 
number of sources used but not the availability of legitimate sources. Additional 
work, using either the softwood lumber dispute or another ongoing issue, should 
question whether structural-pluralism theory is still sound and, if so, precisely which 
factors make urban newspapers more likely to have a more diverse mix of sources. 
Future research is also needed to explore more fully the difference between urban, 
regional and rural perspectives of the softwood lumber dispute, perhaps by comparing 
the coverage of urban dailies against the reporting of small, rural weeklies, a 
technique well-documented in previous news media studies (See Fico and Soffin, 
Taylor et al., Tichenor et al. and Tuchman). Such a study could compare the
metropolitan coverage of the Vancouver Sun, the daily reporting of the Citizen in a 
regional centre and the coverage provided by weekly newspapers in rural forestry- 
dependent communities, such as Vanderhoof, Fort St. James and Mackenzie. 
Undertaking a similar study with American newspapers, comparing them with each 
other and Canadian newspaper coverage of the softwood lumber dispute, would also 
yield interesting results.
The concept of ‘city myopia’ with news coverage could be examined further as 
well. Are rural newspapers more likely to feature urban sources than local sources as 
part of their efforts to monitor the decisions made in urban settings by the holders of 
power, as Tichenor et al. observed (134)? Are newspapers truly exhibiting an urban 
bias when choosing sources or are there other factors? Further research is required, 
however, to definitively support or reject reporter reliance on sources, since this study 
also showed the frequency most commonly used sources were featured increased at 
the same time as source diversity increased. Do reporters use powerful political and 
industry sources because they are dependent on them or because reporters (and 
editors) feel an obligation to keep a spotlight on the individuals whose decisions will 
have the most impact on the issue in the long term, treating the effects of these 
decisions as secondary reporting?
A more direct comparison between news coverage and academic study of the 
softwood lumber dispute could be examined in further detail. As explained earlier, 
much of the news coverage mirrored the concerns academics have explored in their 
research. The similarities and differences were not directly measured in the content 
analysis or the e-mail questionnaire. Some of the concerns raised by academics
84
featured in the literature review were not found in news coverage. For example, many 
Canadian political and industrial sources were quoted in the news coverage 
complaining about American lumber interests trying infringe on Canadian 
sovereignty regarding resource use, as Hayter (235) observed. Yet Hayter (235-236) 
also concluded that Canadian politicians allowed these sovereignty violations to 
happen in the softwood lumber agreements with the U.S., a criticism rarely 
articulated in news stories on the dispute. A more detailed content analysis of the 
news coverage and the academic literature, along with further interviews, would be 
required to explore this avenue further.
Personal interviews or participant observation could also provide additional 
results to these questions. Both of these methods would likely have provided richer 
data for this study, as well, particularly when exploring newsroom routines and 
organizational structures specific to the Sun and the Citizen. How individual reporters 
develop newsroom routines and how these routines interact with organizational 
structures cannot be answered by a content analysis of stories. That relationship can 
only truly be explored by studying reporters and editors in their working habitat. 
Personal interviews and participation observation would also be needed to explore 
how reporters manipulate organizational structures to write the story they want and 
undermine the desires of editors. While insight into these issues may well be 
impossible, due to ethical issues regarding human research, not to mention the length 
of time required in the field, the anecdotal evidence could provide additional data on 
newsroom routines and organizational structures, if not outright new areas of inquiry.
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story Dates - Hamilton - 1999-2001
M o n th 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 9 9 9
January 13 1 4 ,1 8 , 20
February
18 17
March
2 ,1 4 , 1 5 ,16, 20, 23a, 
23b, 24a, 24b, 24c, 
30, 31
4
April
2, 3, 6, 7, 13, 24* , 25, 
26,28 % 1 4 #
May 11, 17 26 11
June 14 8 , 10, 20, 28 3, 8, 10,16~, 17, 19
July
August 25
September
27, 28, 29 12, 13, 22 25
October
2, 5, 11, 12, 18, 19, 
24, 30, 31* 14 1, 2, 6, 15a, 15b, 29
November
1, 2 a * , 2 b , 3 , 6 ,9 , 1 4 ,
16, 21, 24 9 5, 9, 10,13, 23
December 4, 8 *  14*, 18* 29 3 ,1 5 ,18
Total Number of Stories 53 18 2 4 95
N o te s :
* - with O'Neil
# - with Reuters 
~ - with Canadian 
Press
Stories with a letter after the date signify more than one story ran on that 
date. For example, in the March 2001 column, 24a, 24b and 24c means 
three stories ran on that date by Hamilton. 24a would be the main story 
while 24b and 24c would be secondary stories or sidebars.
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story Dates - Hoekstra - 1999-2001
M o n th 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 9 9 9
January 1 % 2 3 27
February 3 5, 9a, 9b
March
2, 9 ,17a, 17b, 19, 
22a, 22b, 23a, 2 3b , 
23c, 29
9 29
April 3, 4, 6a, 6b, 7,13, 20, 21 8 9
May 1, 11, 12, 23, 29, 31 11
June 28 14,26 7, 8, 9, 10, 24
July 11, 14, 18 21 16
August
1,21,22a, 22b, 23, 
24a, 24b, 25a, 25b, 
29
25
September 5, 6,18, 20, 21a, 21b 8, 11
October
3, 5,10,13,18,19, 
25, 27, 30, 31a, 31b, 
31c
13, 31 2, 8, 12,15, 19, 29
November
la , lb , 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 
7, 8a, 8b, 8c, 14,15, 
16,17, 20, 21
26 6, 9, 10, 22
December 1, 6, 12, 14, 15, 18, 20, 21, 22 2, 22 16
Total 86 14 24 124
N o te s :
Stories with a letter after the date signify more than one story ran on that 
date. For example, in the March 2001 column, 23a, 23b and 23c means 
three stories ran on that date by Hoekstra. 23a would be the main story 
while 23b and 23c would be secondary stories or sidebars.
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August 21**, 2 2 " ,  2 3 " ,  2 9
September 1, 19, 21
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Total 2 5 1 1 27
N o te s :
* - with Craig Mclnnes 
** - with Petti Fong
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story Frequency Timeline - Flamilton - 1999-2001
Number 8
of stones 7
03/04/01/
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story Frequency Timeline - Hoekstra - 1999-2001
Number 8
of stones 7
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Month/Year 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01
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story Lengths - Hamilton - 1999-2001
D a te N u m b e r  o f W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s
Jan. 13/01 616 Sept. 27 511 Jan. 14/00 384 Feb. 17/99 611
March 2 741 Sept. 28 750 Jan. 18 512 May 11 350
March 14 855 Sept. 29 547 Jan. 20 481 June 3 299
March 15 522 Oct. 2 407 Feb. 18 520 Junes 647
March 16 431 Oct. 5 733 March 4 612 June 10 853
March 20 671 Oct. 11 537 April? 620 June 16 843
March 23a 1954 Oct. 12 294 April 14 662 June 17 594
March 23b 670 Oct. 18 990 May 26 1110 June 19 755
March 24a 592 Oct. 19 589 June 8 844 Aug. 25 752
March 24b 1641 Oct. 24 766 June 10 275 Sept. 25 337
March 24c 380 Oct. 30 733 June 20 961 Oct. 1 679
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April 6 896 Nov. 9 656 Dec. 29 1064 Nov. 9 653
April? 483 Nov. 14 794 Nov. 10 550
April 13 758 Nov. 15 463 Nov. 13 636
April 24 846 Nov. 21 731 Nov. 23 497
April 25 286 Nov. 24 643 Dec. 3 530
April 26 572 Dec. 4 598 Dec. 15 623
April 28 670 Dec. 8 918 Dec. 18 524
May 11 655 Dec. 14 1600
May 17 878 Dec. 18 1081
June 14 763
2001 word 
count total 39974
2000 word 
count total 11276
1999 word 
count total 13977
2001 a\^. 
word count 
per story
754 .2
2000 avg. 
word count 
per story
626 .4
1999 avg. 
word count 
per story
582.4
99
story Lengths - Hoekstra - 1999-2001
D a te N u m b e r  o f  W o r d s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s
Jan. 12/01 416 Aug. 25a 378 [%c. 12 485 Feb. 5/99 344
Jan. 23 373 Aug. 25b 350 Dec. 14 473 Feb. 9a 323
Feb. 3 335 Aug. 29 322 Dec. 15 271 %b. 9b 378
Matth 2 423 Sept, 5 368 Dec. 18 373 March 29 361
March 9 364 SecÆ. 6 485 Dec. 20 448 April 9 334
March 17a 1451 Sept. 18 505 Dec. 21 423 May 11 334
March 17b 398 Sept. 20 406 Dec. 22 400 June 7 232
March 19 327 Sept. 21a 454 June 8 456
March 22a 435 Sept. 21b 444 June 9 331
March 22b 269 a t. 3 466 June 10 337
March 23a 366 Oct. 5 415 June 24 298
March 23b 361 Oct. 10 431 July 16 363
March 23c 358 Oct. 13 396 Aug. 25 361
March 29 439 Oct. 18 456 Oct. 2 361
April 3 490 Oct. 19 483 Oct. 8 346
April 4 358 Oct. 25 368 Oct. 12 183
April 6a 399 Oct. 27 348 Oct. 15 376
April 6b 364 Oct 30 456 Oct. 19 370
April 7 463 Oct. 31a 353 Oct. 29 366
April 13 366 Oct. 31b 150 Nov. 6 360
April 20 417 Oct. 31c 389 Nov. 9 392
April 21 260 Nov. la 425 Nov. 10 320
May 1 343 Nov. lb 471 Nov. 22 282
May 11 435 Nov. 2a 271 Jan. 27/00 306 Dec. 16 311
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May 31 390 Nov. 7 323 June 26 456
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Aug. 21 361 Nov. 16 417 Nov. 2 289
Aug. 22a 498 Nov. 17 427 Nov. 6 362
Aug. 22b 235 Nov. 20 350 Dec. 2 296
Aug. 23 500 Nov. 21 522 Dec. 22 432
Aug. 24a 431 Dec. 1 266
Aug. 24b 352 Dec. 6 395
2001 word 
count total 34304
2000 word 
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1999 word 
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word count 
per story
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word count 
per story
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count total 537
1999 word 
count total 590
2001 avq. 
word count 
p e r  sto ry
619 .2
2000 avg. 
word count 
per story
537
1999 a\^. 
word count 
per story
590
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story Lengths - Globe - 2001
D a te N u m b e r  o f  W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s D a te
N u m b e r  o f  
W o rd s
Feb. 27 754 Aug. 22 1028
March 8 698 Aug. 23 552
April 3 1014 Sept. 5 243
Aug. 11 1104
2001 word 
œunt total 5393
2000 word 
count total 0
1999 word 
œunt total 0
2001 avg. 
word count 
per story
770.4
2000 avg. 
word count 
per story
0
1999 avg. 
word œunt 
per story
0
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Degree of Source Use - Hamilton - 1999-2000
D a te S o u r c e  N a m e s N u m t e r  o f  % u r c e s D a te S o u r c e s  N a m œ
N u m b e r  o f  
S o u r c e s
Feb. 17/99 Flannery, Aulin, Smyth 3 Jan. 14/00 Rogel 1
May 11 ZIrnheit, Smyth, Ragcsta 3 Jan. 18 Plecas, Gray 2
Junes Ragosta, Mason 2 Jan. 20 Robitaille 1
Junes Zirnhelt, Heavenor, Aulin 3 Feb. 18 Ragosta, Kerr, Grenier 3
June 10 March!, Rae, Dottori, Backs, Kearns, Zak, Carliner 7 March 4
McKay, McArthur, Toth, 
Kerr 4
June 16 Clark, Lemay, Stephens, Kerr 4 April 7 Kerr, Weiss, Suwyn 3
June 17 Kerr, Dark, Plaças 3 April 14 Plecas, Kerr, Manuel, Snape 4
June 19 Mattson, Kerr, Lemay, Brojak, Pillon 5 May 26
Gray, Suwyn, Lee, Doyle, 
Kerr 5
Aug. 25 Zirnhelt, Kerr, Pleas, Cater, Aulin 5 June 8 Smyth, Williams 2
Sept. 25 Gray, Grenier 2 June 10 Duncan 1
Oct. 1 Scher, Ragosta, Zirnhelt, Haggard 4 June 20
Grenier, Plecas, Wood, 
Mohr, Yuhas, Gray 6
Oct. 2 Scher, Kerr, Haggard, Smyth, Karmally 5 June 28 Flannery, Smyth 2
Oct. 6 Kerr, Grenier 2 Sept. 12 Kerr, Dottori, Lemay 3
Oct. 15a Stephens, Kerr, Widman, Nugent 4 Sept. 13 Doyle, Kerr 2
Oct 15b Stephens, Haggard, Lowenberger 3 Sept. 22
Price, Delaney, Affleck, 
Architrald, Winfield 5
Oct. 29 Stephens 1 Oct. 14 Plecas, Wilson 2
Nov. 5 Widman, Matters 2 Nov. 9 Duncan, Ketchum, Lomie 3
Nov. 9 Ormond, Carliner, Ross 3 Dec. 29 Plecas, Carter, Wilson, Smyth 4
Nov. 10 Zirnhelt, Dottori, Plaças 3
Nov. 13 Goldman, Smyth, Stark 3
Nov. 23 Kerr, Grenier 2
Dec. 3 Cater, Kerr, Zirnhelt 3
Dec. 15 Dottori, Plecas 2
Dec. 18 Zirnhelt, Toth 2
Total Number of Sources Used 76 Total Number of Sources Used 53
Sources per Story Avg. 3.3 Sources per Story Avg. 2.9
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D a te S o u r c e  N a m e s N o . Of S o u r c e s D a te S o u r c e s  N a m e s
N o . o f  
S o u r c e s
Jan. 13/01 Emerson, Dottori 2 June 14 Cater, Shepherd, Shetteii 3
March 2 Wilson, Baucus, Kolbe, Pettigrew 4 Sept. 27 Widman 1
March 14 Wood, Plecas, Kerr, Pettigrew, Bennett 5 Sept. 28
de Jong, Woodruff, Leben, 
Emerson, Widman 5
March 15 Nugent, Ragosta, Helmer 3 Sept. 29 Gray, de Jong, Allan 3
March 16 Cater, Shepherd 2 Oct. 2 Gorton 1
March 20 Baucus, Pettigrew, Anderson, Wilson, Scott, Husband, Howard 7 Oct. 5 de Jong, Widman, Emerson 3
March 23a Rhoten, Watkins, Wood, Yost, Hopkins, Smyth, Taylor 7 Oct. 11 Haggard, Matthaus, Smyth 3
March 23b Hopkins, Kerr, Cox 3 Oct. 12 de Jong, Ragosta 2
March 24a Haines, Smyth, Ingram 3 Oct. 18 de Jong, Ryckman, Shotwell, Matthaus 4
March 24b Currie, Singleton, Watkins, Wood, Taylor 5 Oct. 19 de Jong, Emerson 2
March 24c McArthur 1 Oct. 24 Magid, Davies, Shepherd, Rogel 4
March 29a Smyth, Singleton 2 Oct. 30 de Jong, Lonsdale, Lomle, Hotter. Davies 5
March 29b Widman, Plecas, Wilson, Ragosta, Doman 5 Oct. 31 Allan, Kerr, Duncan, Paquette 4
March 30 Pettigrew, Davies 2 Nov. 1 Emerson, de Jong, Widman, Kerr. Allan. Davies. Sheoherd 7
March 31 Pettigrew, Jones, Steele, McArthur, Plecas, Kolbe 6 Nov. 2a
O'Brien, Daviœ, Ghag, Emerson, 
Allan 5
April 2 McArthur, Petniunas, Phesi 3 Nov. 2b Crombie, Ghag, Cater, Kiss, Davies. LeGrow 6
April 3
Emerson, Kerr, Anderson, Shotwell, 
Wood, Wilson, Abbott, Horllck, 
Lanier
9 Nov. 3 Emerson, Taylor 2
April 6 Emerson, Kinsley, Taylor, Suwyn, Dottori, Kempston-Darkes 6 Nov. 6
Emerson, Allan, Campbell, 
Con well, Crombie, Petniunas, 
Ragosta
7
Aoril 7 Plecas 1 Nov. 9 Sheoherd, Evans 2
April 13 Wilson, Theberge, Kerr, Abbott 4 Nov. 14 Stephens, McArthur 2
April 24 Pettigrew, Ragosta, Wilson, Plecas, McArthur, Roqel 6 Nov. 15 de Jong, Sanatani 2
Aoril 25 Pettigrew, Plecas, Ragosta 3 Nov. 21 Racicot, Campbell, Kerr 3
April 26 McArthur, Perkins, Plecas, Blenkorn 4 Nov. 24 Pettigrew, Kerr, Gray 3
April 28 Plecas, Pettigrew, Kerr, Chretien, Theberge, Davte 6 Dec. 4
Shepherd, Widman, Pettigrew, 
de Jong 4
May 11 Pl«as, Casey-Lefkowitz, Kristiansen 3 Dec. 8 de Jong, Pettigrew, Johnson, Ragosta, Jeffery. Kerr 6
May 17 Plecas, Lemay, Ragosta, Widman 4 Dec. 14
de Jong, Pettigrew, Gray, 
Ragosta, McDonough, Duncan, 
Caufield, Herman, Shannon, 
Allan, Campbell, Kineshanko
12
Dec. 18
Widman, Wong, de Jong, 
Pettigrew, Allan, Racicot, 
Ragosta
7
Total Number of Sources Used 214
Sources oer Story Avo. 4.0
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Degree of Source Use - Hoekstra - 1999-2000
D a te S o u r c e  N a m e s N o . o f  S o u r c e s D a te S o u r c e s  N a m e s
N o . o f  
S o u rc e »
Feb. 5/99 Smyth, Brink 2 Jan. 27/00 Emerson 1
Feb. 9a Emerson, Smyth 2 March 9 Nagel, Mckay 2
Feb. 9b Smyth 1 April 8 Kerr, Emerson, Doyle, Weiss 4
March 29 Smyth, l^gosta 2 June 14 Smyth 1
Abril 9 Kerr, Martin 2 June 26 Jadrzyk, Kerr, Brink 3
May 11 Smyth, Lemay 2 July 21 Jadrzyk, Trites 2
June 7 Singleton 1 Sept. 8 Widman, Doyle 2
June 8 Donnelly, Smyth, Zirnhelt 3 Sept. 11 Plecas, Lemay 2
June 9 Jadnzyk, Lemay, Ragosta 3 Oct. 13 Jadrzyk, Wilson 2
June 10 March!, Andersen, Zirnhelt, Dottori 4 Oct. 31 Plecas, Jadrzvk, Lemav 3
June 24 Brink 1 Nov. 2 Harris 1
July 16 Mayes, Hazelwood, Grenier, Kerr 4 Nov. 6 Abbott 1
Aug. 25 Plecas, Zirnhelt, Singleton 3 Dec. 2 Jadrzyk, Brink, Nagel 3
Oct. 2 Anderson, Widman, Smyth, Emerson 4 Dec. 22 Jadrzyk, Wilson 2
Oct. 8 Smyth 1
Oct. 12 Singleton 1
Oct. 15 Lemay, Smyth, Ragosta 3
Oct. 19 Kordyban 1
Oct. 29 Brink 1
Nov. 6 Anthony, Engleson, Jadrzyk, Spurrier 4
Nov. 9 Ross, Brink, Grenier 3
Nov. 10 Zirnhelt 1
Nov. 22 Zirnhelt 1
Dec. 16 Thomas, John 2
Total Number of Sources Used 52 Total Number of Sources Used 29
Sources per Story Avg. 2.2 Sources per Story Avg. 2.1
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Date Source Names Number o f Sources Date Sources Names
Number o f 
Sources
Jan. 12/01 Emerson, Widman 2 Sept. 6 Jadrzyk, Zwiers 2
Jan. 23 Jadrzyk, Pettigrew 2 Sept. 18 Ragosta, Bell 2
Feb. 3 Dosanjh, Pettigrew 2 Sept. 20 Kinsley, Pettigrew 2
March 2 Wilson, Kinsley 2 Sept. 21a Emerson, R agc^ 2
March 9 Jadrzyk 1 Sept. 21b de Jong, Ragosta 2
March 17a
Rosevear, Bernard, Pettigrew, 
Widman, Jadrzyk, Rogosta, Wilson, 
Abbott
8 Oct. 3 Jadrzyk 2
March 17b Engleson, Gould, Anderson, Cater, Meagher 5 Oct. 5 de Jong, Emeræn 2
March 19 Mayes, Wood, Pettigrew 3 Oct. 10 Kordyban, Tbony, Mayes 3
March 22a Emerson, PetBgrew, Wilson, Widman 4 Oct. 13 Jadrzyk, de Jong 2
March 22b Penderqast 1 Oct. 18 de Jong, Jadrzvk 2
March 23a Jadrzyk 1 Oct. 19 de Jong 1
March 23b Haggard 1 Oct. 25 Jadrzyk, Pendergast 2
March 23c Jadrzyk, Pettigrew 2 Oct. 27 Emerson, Reid 2
March 29 Smyth 1 Oct. 30 de Jong, Ragosta 2
April 3 Emerson, Gould 2 Oct. 31a Fox, de Jong, Thompæn, Wallace 4
April 4 Nagel, Emerson, Pettigrew 3 Oct. 31b Kinsley 1
April 6a Suwyn, Emerson 2 Oct. 31c /Andersen, Widman, Shotwell 3
April 6b Emerson, Dottori 2 Nov. la Emerson, Jadrzyk, Pendergast, Nagel 4
April 7 Dosanjh, Emerson, Shepherd, Brink, Nagel 5 Nov. lb de Jong, Wood 2
April 13 Abbott, Pettigrew 2 Nov. 2a Carroll, Cater 2
April 20 Tillman, Emerson 2 Nov. 2b Briggs, Kinsley 2
April 21 Emerson 1 Nov. 3a de Jong, O’Brien 2
May 1 Lasalle, Plecas, Brink 3 Nov. 3b Anderson, Mayes, Townsend, Low, Yurkovich 5
May 11 Jadrzyk, Widman 2 Nov. 7 Kinsley, Harris 2
May 12 Fteid, Andersen, Gould 3 Nov. 8a Togyi, Petniunas 2
May 23 Andersen, Law, Cater 3 Nov. 8b Emerson, Chretien, Pendergast 3
May 29 Kinsley 1 Nov. 8c de Jong 1
May 31 Plecas 1 Nov. 14 Gravdon, de Jong, Winter 3
June 28 Reid 1 Nov. 15 de Jong, Ragosta, Widman 3
July 11 de Jong 1 Nov. 16 Kinsley, de Jong 2
July 14 Lemay, de Jong, Shotwell 3 Nov. 17 Spurrier, de Jong, Thony, Cooner, Stewart 5
July 18 Lemay, de Jong 2 Nov. 20 Jadrzyk, Nagel, Kinsley 3
Aug. 1 Allan 1 Nov. 21 de Jong, Racicot, Bell 3
Aug. 21 Yurkovich, /tndersen, Gould 3 Dec. 1 Pendergast 1
Aug. 22a Jadrzyk, Zwiers, Pettigrew, Chretien 4 Dec. 6 Petniunas, Lemay 2
Aug. 22b Harris, Pettigrew, Chretien 3 Dec. 12 de Jong, Pendergast 2
Aug. 23 Briggs, Kinsley, Petniunas, Rayburn, Conwell 5 Dec. 14 de Jong 1
Aug. 24a Stoner, Suwyn, Boardman 3 Dec. 15 Togyi, Fox, Kinsley 3
Aug. 24b Pendetgast, de Jong 2 Da:. 18 Briggs, Pettigrew, de Jong 3
Aug. 25a Low, Widman, Brink 3 Dec. 20 Tc^yi, Fox, Thompson. NetUeton 4
Aug. 25b de Jong 1 Dec. 21 Nagel, Wallace, Pendergast 3
Aug. 29 Menning, de Jong 2 Dec. 22 de Jong, Togyi 2
Sept. 5 Munton 1
Total Number of Sources Used 203
Sources per Story Avg. 2.4
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Degree of Source Use - O'Neil - 1999-2001
D a te S o u r c e  N a m e s N o . o f  S o u r c e s D a te S o u r c e s  N a m e s
N o . o f  
S o u r c e s
Feb. 6/01 Wilson, Julien, Petbgrew 3
Feb. 15 Hart, Plecas 2
March 10 Goodale, Stephens, Ritchie, Plecas 4
March 13 Mackay, Duncan, Casey 3
March 14 Pettigrew, Ritchie, Stephens, Rae 4
March 15 Chretien, Lunn, Hart, Rae, Pettigrew 5
March 16 Solberg, Chatters, Chretien, Mclnnis 4 Oct. 11/00 Plecas, Lasalle 2
March 22 Blenkorn, Plecas, Emerson, Rae, Haggard, Shannon 6
March 23 Pettigrew, Blenkorn, Plecas, Marcus 4 Total Number of Sources Used 2
March 27 Pettigrew, Carter 2 Sources per Story Avg. 2
April 3 Pettigrew 1
April 4 Day, Pettigrew, Lunn, Emerson, Chretien 5
Aug. 21 Dhaliwal, Owen, Pettigrew, Allan, Day, Theberge, de Jong 7
Aug. 22 Chretien, Petügrew, Allan, Duncan, Mclnnis 5
Aug. 23 Ragosta, Pettigrew, Tyrer, Diamond, de Jong, Wood, Allan, Hart, Duncan 9
Aug. 29 Elley, Duncan, Allan, Dhaliwal, Potter, Hart, Ragœta, Theberge 8
Sept. 1 Theberge, Ragosta, Pettigrew 3 March 9/99 Marchi, Stinson, Clark, MacDonald 4
Sept. 19 Pettigrew, de Jong, Ragosta, Allan 4
Sept. 21 Emerson, Kerr, Pettigrew 3 Total Number of Sources UsW 4
Oct. 5 Emerson, Duncan, Pettigrew, Day, Anderson 5 Sources per Story Avg. 4
Oct. 24 Pettigrew, Grenier, Boutin, Allan, Theberge 5
Oct. 27 Theberge, Tyrer, Boutin, Allan 4
Nov. 6 Chretien, Petniunas, Pettigrew, Campbell, Allan 5
Nov. 17 Chretien, Caufield, Ragosta, Weintraub 4
Dec. 6 Duncan, Pettigrew, Allan, Petniunas 4
Total Number of Sources Used 109
Sources per Story Avg. 4.4
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Degree of Source Use - Globe - 2001
D a te S o u r c e  N a m e s N u m b e r  o f  S o u r c e s D a te S o u r c e s  N a m e s
N u m b e r  o f  
S o u r c e s
Feb. 27 Pettigrew 1 Aug. 22
Chretien, McCormick, Pettigrew, 
Klein, Mills, Ragosta, Boutin, 
Jadrzyk
8
March 8 Zoeilick, Wood. Ragosta, Chamblls, Rae 5 Aug. 23
Fleischer, Chretien, Ducros, 
Pettigrew, de Jong 5
April 3 Wood, Pettigrew, Horlick, Craig, Baucus, Lanier 6 Sept. 5 Clark 1
Aug. 11
Allan, Pettigrew, de Jong, 
Evans, Wood, Emerson, 
Petniunas
7
Total Number of Sources Used 33
Sources per Story Avg. 4.7
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ndividual Sources - Hamilton - 1999-2001
S o u r c e
N o . o f  
T im e s  U se d  
in  2 0 0 1
S o u r c e
N o . o f  
T im e s  U se d  
in  2 0 0 0
S o u r c e N o . o f  T im e s  U se d  in  1 9 9 9
de Jong 13 Kerr 7 Kerr 9
Pettigrew 13 Plecas 5 Zirnhelt 7
Ragosta 10 Smyth 3 Smyth 4
Kerr 10 Gray 3 Plecas 4
Emerson 10 Wilson 2 Stephens 4
Plecas 10 Duncan 2 Dottori 3
Widman 8 Doyle 2 Grenier 3
Allan 7 Suwyn 2 Haggard 3
Davies 7 Grenier 2 Ragosta 3
Shepherd, McArthur, 
Wilson 6 Aulin 3
Taylor, Wood, Smyth 4
Gray, Campbell, Cater 3
Racicot, Duncan, 
Petniunas, Crombie, 
Ghag, Anderson, Dottori, 
Abbott, Theberge, 
Matthaus, Shotwell, 
Rt^el, Kolbe, Watkins, 
Baucus, Hopkins, 
Singleton (17)
2
Cater, Clark, 
Widman, Scher, 
Lemay, Carliner
2
Wong, Lemay, 
McDonough, Caufield, 
Herman, Shannon, 
Kineshanko, Johnson, 
Jeffery, ^natanl, 
Stephens, Evans, 
Conwell, O'Brien, Kiss, 
Horllck, Kempton-Darkes, 
Suwyn, Kinsley, Blenkorn, 
Perkins, Chretien, 
Kristiansen, 
Casey-Lefkowltz, Shetteii, 
Leben, Woodruff, Gorton, 
Haggard, Ryckman, 
MagId, Hotter, Lornie, 
Lonsdale, Paquette, 
L^row , Lanier, PhesI, 
Jones, Steele, Yost, Cox, 
Scott, Howard, Helmer, 
Bennett, Nugent, 
Husband, Rhoten, Currie, 
Ingram, Haines, Duncan 
(53)
1
Carter, Ketchum, 
Lornie, Price, 
Ctelaney, Affleck, 
Archibald, 
Winfield, Dottori, 
Lemay, Flannery, 
Rogel, Robitaille, 
Ragosta, Toth, 
McArthur, McKay, 
Weiss, Snape, 
Manuel, Lee, 
Williams, Yuhas, 
Mohr, Wood (25)
Ormond, Ross, 
Matters, Nugent, 
Lowenberger, 
Karmally, Gray, 
Mattson, Brojak, 
Rae, Kearns, 
Mason, Flannery, 
Heavenor, Zak, 
Backs, Marchi, 
Pillon, Stark, 
Goldman, Toth (21)
1
Numt^r of Individual 
Sources Used In 2001 88
Number of 
Individual 
Sources Used 
in 2000
34
Number of 
Indidvidual 
Sources Used in 
1999
37
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ndividual Sources - Hoekstra - 1999-2001
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T im e s  U se d  
in  2 0 0 1
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T im e s  U se d  
in  2 0 0 0
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T im e s  U se d  
in  1 9 9 9
de Jong 25 Jadrzyk 6 Smyth 9
Emerson 14 Emerson 2 Zirnhelt 5
Jadrzyk 14 Doyle 2 Brink 4
Pettigrew 12 Brink 2 Lemay 3
Kinsley 10 Lemay 2 Ragosta 3
Penderqast 8 Wilson 2 Singleton 3
Widman 7 Plecas 2 Kerr 2
Ragosta 6 Kerr 2 Jadrzyk 2
Anderson 5 Nagel 2 Grenier 2
Nage! 5 Emerson 2
Gould 4
Petniunas 4
Togyi 4
Cater, Mayes, Low, 
Lemay, Fox, 
Briggs, Chretien, 
Reid, Brink, Wilson 
(10 )
3
McKay, Smyth, 
Widman, Harris, 
Abbott, Trites, 
Weiss (7)
1
Donnelly, Anderson, 
Mayes, Andersen, 
Kordyban, Engleson, 
Ross. John, Thomas, 
Spurrier, Anthony, 
Widman, Plecas, 
Hazelwood, Dottori, 
Marchi, Martin (17)
1
Dosanjh, Abbott, 
Suwyn, Plecas, 
Zwiers, Harris, 
Wallace, 
Thompson, Thony, 
Bell, Yurkovich, 
Shotwell, Wood 
(13)
2
Bernard, Smyth, 
Shepherd, Tillman, 
Allan, Conwell, 
Boardman, 
Munton, Kordyban, 
O’Brien, Townsend, 
Graydon, Spurrier, 
Stewart, Racicot, 
Coonfer, Winter, 
Anderson, Carrol, 
Menning, Stoner, 
Rayburn, Lasalle, 
Dottori, Haggard, 
Meagher, 
Engleson, 
Rosevear, 
Nettleton (29)
1
Number of 
Individual Sources 
Used In 2001
65
Number of 
Individual Sources 
Used in 2000
16
Number of 
Indidvidual Sources 
Used in 1999
27
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Individual Sources - O'Neil - 1999-2001
S o u rc e
N u m b e r  o f  
T im e s  U se d  
In  2 0 0 1
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T im e s  U se d  
in  2 0 0 0
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T im e s  U s e d  
in  1 9 9 9
Pettigrew 17 Plecas 1 Marchi 1
Allan 9 Lasalle 1 Stinson 1
Chretien 6 Clark 1
Duncan 5 MacDonald 1
Ragosta 5
Thet)erqe 5
Plecas 4
Hart 4
Emerson 4
Day 3
Rae 3
de long 3
Tyrer, Maclnnis, Lunn, 
Blenkorn, Ritchie, 
Stephens, Dhaliwal, 
Boutin, Petniunas (9)
2
Campbell, Grenier, Kerr, 
Elley, Potter, Diamond, 
Marcus, Haggard, 
Solberg, Mackay, 
Goodale, Julien, Wilson, 
Casey, Chatters, 
Shannon, Carter, Owen, 
Wood, Anderson, 
Weintraub, Caufield, Pat 
Duncan (23)
1
Number of Individual 
Sources Used In 2001 44
Number of 
Individual 
Sources 
Used in 2000
2
Number of 
indidvidual 
Sources Used in 
1999
4
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ndividual Sources - Globe - 2001
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T in te s  U se d  
In  2 0 0 1
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T l m ^ U s e d  
in  2 0 0 1
S o u r c e
N u m b e r  o f  
T i m œ U s e d  
in  2 0 0 1
Pettigrew 5 Craig 1 Baucus 1
Wood 3 Lanier 1 Allan 1
Chretien 2 Evans 1 Emerson 1
de Jong 2 Petniunas 1 McCormick 1
Ragosta 2 Klein 1 Mills 1
Chamblls 1 Boutin 1 Jadrzyk 1
Rae 1 Flelsher 1 Duras 1
Horllck 1 Clark 1 Zoeilick 1
Number of 
Individual Sources 
Used in 2001
24
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Issue Side Frequency - Hamilton - 1999-2000
D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l
Feb. 17/99 3 Jan. 14/00 1
May 11 2 1 Jan. 18 2
June 3 1 1 Jan. 20 1
Junes 3 Feb. 18 2 1
June 10 7 March 4 4
June 16 4 April 7 2 1
June 17 3 April 14 1 1 2
June 19 5 May 26 3 1 1
Aug. 25 3 2 June 8 1 1
Sept. 25 1 1 June 10 1
Oct. 1 2 2 June 20 1 1 4
Oct. 2 4 1 June 28 2
Oct. 6 2 Sept. 12 3
Oct. 15a 4 Sept. 13 2
Oct. 15b 3 Sept. 22 1 4
Oct 29 1 Oct. 14 2
Nov. 5 1 1 Nov. 9 2 1
Nov. 9 3 Dec. 29 2 2
Nov. 10 3
Nov. 13 1 1 1
Nov. 23 2
Dec. 3 1 2
Dec. 15 2
Dec. 18 2
Total 48 6 22 Total 29 5 19
% 63,2 7 .9 28 .9 % 54.7 9.4 35.8
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Issue Side Frequency - Hamilton - 2001
D a te P ro C o n N e u tr a l D a te P r o C o n N e u t r a l
Jan. 13 2 0.5 June 14 2 1
March 2 3 1 Sept. 27 1
March 14 2 1 2 Sept. 28 3 2
March 15 1 2 Sept. 29 3
March 16 2 Oct. 2 0.5 0.5
March 20 3 1 3 Oct. 5 2 1
March 23a 1 2 4 Oct. 11 2 1
March 23b 1 2 Oct. 12 1 1
March 24a 3 Oct. 18 1 2 1
March 24b 2 3 Oct. 19 2
March 24c 1 Oct. 24 3 1
March 29a 1 1 Oct. 30 1 4
March 29b 3 1 1 Oct. 31 2 2
March 30 2 Nov. 1 6 1
March 31 5 1 Nov. 2a 1 4
April 2 3 Nov. 2b 4 2
April 3 7 2 Nov. 3 2
April 6 5 1 Nov. 6 5 1 1
April 7 1 Nov. 9 1 1
April 13 2 2 Nov. 14 2 1
April 24 3 1 2 Nov. 15 1 1
April 25 2 2 Nov. 21 2 1
April 26 1 1 Nov. 24 3
April 28 6 Dec. 4 4
May 11 1 1 1 Dec. 8 5 1
May 17 2 1 1 Da:. 14 8 1 3
Dec. 18 3 1 3
Total 129.5 26.5 58
% 60.9 1 2 .3 26.9
Notes:
The source measured on Oct. 2 - former U.S. senator Slade Gorton of 
Washington - received a 0.5 score in both the pro and con categories 
because of his comments in the story. On the one hand, he was urging 
federal legislators to drop duties on B.C. cedar but he "also opposes 
free trade in non-cedar products" i.e. softwood.
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ssue Side Frequency - Hoekstra - 1999-2000
D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l
Feb. 5/99 2 Jan. 27/00 1
Feb. 9a 2 March 9 2
Feb. 9b 1 April 8 1 3
March 29 1 1 June 14 1
April 29 2 June 26 3
May 11 2 July 21 1 1
June 7 1 Sept. 8 2
June 8 3 Sept. 11 2
June 9 1 1 1 Oct. 13 2
June 10 4 Oct. 31 2 1
June 24 1 Nov. 2 1
July 16 3 1 Nov. 6 1
Aug. 25 1 2 Dec. 2 3
Oct. 2 4 Dec. 22 2
Oct. 8 1
Oct. 12 1
Oct. 15 2 1
Oct. 19 1
Oct. 29 1
Nov. 6 4
Nov. 9 3
Nov. 10 ^ 1
Nov. 22 1
Dec. 16 2
Totals 36 6 10 Totals 16 0 13
% 69.2 11.5 19.2 0% 55.2 0 44.8
NOTE: Percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding off to the nearest decimal point.
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Issue Side Frequency - Hoekstra - 2001
D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l D a te P ro Q>n N e u t r a l
Jan. 12 2 Sept. 6 1 1
Jan. 23 2 Sept. 18 1 1
Feb. 3 2 Sept. 20 1 1
March 2 2 Sept. 21a 1 1
March 9 1 Sept. 21b 1 1
March 17a 4 1 3 Oct. 3 2
March 17b 5 Oct. 5 2
March 19 2 1 Oct. 10 3
March 22a 4 Oct. 13 2
March 22b 1 Oct. 18 1 1
March 23a 1 Oct 19 1
March 23b 1 Oct. 25 2
March 23c 2 Oct. 27 1 1
March 29 1 Oct. 30 1 1
April 3 1 1 Oct. 31a 1 1 2
April 4 2 1 Oct. 31b 1
April 6a 2 Oct. 31c 2 1
April 6b 2 Nov. la 4
April 7 3 2 Nov. lb 1 1
April 13 2 Nov. 2a 1 1
April 20 1 1 Nov. 2b 2
April 21 1 Nov. 3a 2
May 1 1 2 Nov. 3b 2 3
May 11 Nov. 7 1 1
May 12 1 2 Nov. 8a 2
May 23 1 2 Nov.8b 3
May 29 1 Nov. 8c 1
May 31 1 Nov. 14 3
June 28 1 Nov. 15 1 1 1
July 11 1 Nov. 16 2
July 14 1 1 1 Nov. 17 1 4
July 18 2 Nov. 20 3
Aug. 1 1 Nov. 21 2 1
Aug. 21 3 Dec, 1 1
Aug. 22a 3 1 Dec. 6 2
Aug. 22b 3 Dec. 12 1 1
Aug. 23 5 Dec. 14 1
Aug. 24a 2 1 Dec. 15 1 2
Aug. 24b 2 Dec. 16 1 2
Aug. 25a 3 Dec. 20 4
Aug. 25b 1 Dec. 21 1 2
Aug. 29 1 1 Dec. 22 1 1
Sept. 5 1
Total 123 12 67
% 60.9 5.9 33.2
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ssue Side Frequency - O'Neil - 1999-2001
D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l
Feb. 6/01 1 2 Oct. 11/00 1 1
Feb. 15 1 1
March 10 4 Total 1 1
March 13 3 0% 50 50
March 14 3 1
March 15 3 2
March 16 3 1
March 22 4 1 1
March 23 2 1 1 March 9/99 4
March 27 1 1
April 3 1 Total 4 0 0
April 4 1 4 0% 100 0 0
Aug. 21 3 4
Aug. 22 3 2
Aug. 23 2 2 5
Aug. 29 4 1 3
S ept. 1 2 1
Sept. 19 1 3
Sept. 21 1 2
Oct. 5 3 2
Oct. 24 2 3
Oct. 27 4
Nov. 6 5
Nov. 17 1 1 2
Dec. 6 2 2
Total 53 8 48
% 48.6 7.3 44
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Issue Side Frequency - Globe - 2001
D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l D a te P ro C o n N e u t r a l
Feb. 27 1 Aug. 22 4 2 2
March 8 1 4 Aug. 23 3 0 2
April 3 3 3 Sept. 5 1
Aug. 11 5 2
Total 18 11 4
% 54.5 33.3 12.1
Notes: Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding off.
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Perspective Frequency - Hamilton - 1999-2000
D a te E c o n o m ic E n v ir o n m e n ta l P o li t ic a l I n d u s t r y S o c ia l F iro tN a t io n s O H ie r
Feb. 17/99 2 1
May 11 1 1 1
June 3 1 1
Junes 1 2
June 10 1 1 5
June 16 2 2
June 17 1 2
June 19 2 3
Aug. 25 1 4
Sept. 25 2
Oct. 1 2 1 1
Oct. 2 1 2 2
Oct. 6 2
Oct. 15a 4
Oct. 15b 2 1
Oct. 29 1
Nov. 5 1 1
Nov. 9 3
Nov. 10 1 2
Nov. 13 2 1
Nov. 23 2
Dec. 3 1 2
Dec. 15 2
Dec. 18 1 1
Totals 5 2 15 46 8 0 0
0% 6.6 2.6 19.7 60.5 10.5 0 0
Jan. 14/00 1
Jan. 18 2
Jan. 20 1
Feb. 18 3
March 4 4
April 7 3
April 14 1 2 1
May 26 1 4
Junes 1 1
June 10 1
June 20 1 5
June 28 1 1
Sept. 12 1 2
Sept. 13 1 1
Sept. 22 1 3 1
Oct. 14 1 1
Nov. 9 2 1
Dec. 29 1 1 1 1
Totals 2 2 11 34 3 1 0
% 3 .8 3.8 20.8 64.2 5.7 1.9 0
NOTE: Percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding off to the nearest decimal point.
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Perspective Frequency - Hamilton - 2001
D a te E c o n o m ic E n v ir o n m e n ta l P o l i t ic a l I n d u s t r y S o c ia l F ir s tN a t io n s O th e r
16
7.4
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Perspective Frequency - Hoekstra - 1999-2000
D a te E c o n o m ic E n v ir o n m e n ta l P o l i t ic a l I n d u s t r y S o c ia l F ir s tN a t io n s O t h e r
Feb. 5/99 1 1
Feb. 9a 1 1
Feb. 9b 1
March 29 1 1
April 9 1 1
Mav 11 1 1
June? 1
Junes 1 1 1
June 9 1 2
June 10 2 2
June 24 1
July 16 4
Aug. 25 1 2
O c L 2 3 1
Oct. 8 1
Oct. 12 1
Oct. 15 1 1 1
Oct. 19 1
Oct. 29 1
Nov. 6 3 1
Nov. 9 1 2
Nov. 10 1
Nov. 22 1
Dec. 16 2
Totals 1 0 10 29 10 2 0
0 % 1.9 0 19.2 55.8 19.2 3.8 0
Jan. 27/00 1
March 9 2
April 8 1 2 1
June 14 1
June 26 3
July 21 1 1
Sept. 8 1 1
Sept. 11 1 1
Oct. 13 1 1
Oct. 31 1 2
Nov. 2 1
Nov. 6 1
Dec. 2 3
Dec. 22 1 1
Totals 0 0 9 18 1 0 1
% 0 0 31 62.1 3.4 3.4
NOTE: Percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding off to the nearest decimal point.
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Perspective Frequency - Hoekstra - 2001 p.1
D a te E c o n o m ic E n v ir o n m e n ta l P o l i t ic a l I n d u s t r y S o c ia l F ir s t  N a t io n s O t h e r
Jan. 12 2
Jan. 23 1 1
Feb. 3 2
March 2 2
March 9 1
March 17a 3 3 2
March 17b 3 1 1
March 19 1 2
March 22a 2 1 1
March 22b 1
March 23a 1
March 23b 1
March 23c 1 1
March 29 1
April 3 2
April 4 1 2
April 6a 2
April 6b 2
April 7 1 4
April 13 2
April 20 1 1
April 21 1
May 1 1 2
May 11 1 1
May 12 3
May 23 2 1
May 29 1
May 31 1
June 28 1
July 11 1
July 14 2 1
July 18 2
Aug. 1 1
Auq. 21 3
Auq. 22a 2 2
Aug.22b 3
Aug. 23 3 2
Auq. 24a 3
Auq. 24b 1 1
Auq. 25a 2 1
Aug. 25b 1
Auq. 29 1 1
Sept. 5 1
Sept. 6 2
Sept. 18 1 1
Sept. 20 2
Sept. 21a 2
Sept. 21b 1 1
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Perspective Frequency - Hoekstra - 2001 p.2
D a te E c o n o m ic E n v ir o n m e n ta l P o li t ic a l I n d u s t r y S o c ia l F ir s tN a t io n s o t h e r
Oct. 3 1 1
OCL 5 1 1
Oct. 10 3
Oct. 13 1 1
Oct. 18 1 1
Oct. 19 1
Oct. 25 2
Oct. 27 2
Oct. 30 1 1
Oct. 31a 4
Oct. 31b 1
Oct. 31c 2 1
Nov. la 4
Nov. lb 1 1
Nov. 2a 1 1
Nov. 2b 2
Nov. 3a 2
Nov. 3b 5
Nov. 7 2
Nov. 8a 1 1
Nov. 8b 1 2
Nov. 8c 1
Nov. 14 2 1
Nov. 15 1 1 1
Nov. 16 2
Nov. 17 1 3 1
Nov. 20 1 2
Nov. 21 3
Dec. 1 1
Dec. 6 1 1
Dec. 12 1 1
Dec. 14 1
Da:. 15 3
Dec. 18 3
Dec. 20 4
Dec. 21 1 2
Dec. 22 2
Totals 7 0 82 96 9 0 9
% 3.4 0 40.4 47.3 4.4 0 4.4
NOTE: Percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding off to the nearest decimal point.
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Perspective Frequency - O'Neil - 1999 - 2001
D a te E c o n o m ic E n v ir o n m e n ta l P o li t ic a l I n d u s t r y S o c ia l F ir s t  N a t io n s o t h e r
March 9/99 3 1
Totals 3 1
% 75 25
Oct. 11/00 1 1
Totals 1 1
% 50 50
Feb. 6/01 3
Feb. 15 1 1
March 10 1 1 2
March 13 3
March 14 1 1 2
March 15 3 1 1
March 16 3 1
March 22 4 1 1
March 23 1 1 2
March 27 1 1
April 3 1
April 14 4 1
Aug. 21 6 1
Aug. 22 3 1 1
Aug. 23 3 4 2
Auq. 29 4 3 1
Sept. 1 2 1
Sept. 19 2 2
Sept. 21 1 2
Oct. 5 4 1
Oct. 24 2 3
Oct. 27 1 3
Nov. 6 3 1 1
Nov. 17 1 1 2
Dec. 6 2 1 1
Totals 4 0 55 37 3 0 10
% 3.7 0 50.5 33.9 2.8 0 9.2
NOTE: Percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding off to the nearest decimal point
124
Perspective Frequency - Globe - 2001
D a te E c o n o m ic E n v ir o n m e n ta l P o l i t ic a l I n d u s t r y S o c ia l F ir s t  N a t io n s O t h e r
Feb. 27 1
March 8 2 3
April 3 3 3
Auq. 11 1 3 3
Aug. 22 5 3
Aug. 23 5
Sept. 5 1
Totals 1 0 20 12 0 0 0
% 3 0 60.6 36.4 0 0 0
NOTE; Percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding off to the nearest decimal point.
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Status Frequency - Hamilton - 1999-2000
D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k e s p e r s o n O th e r D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k e s p e r s o n O th e r
Feb. 17/99 1 1 1 Jan. 14/00 1
May 11 1 1 1 Jan. 18 2
June 3 1 1 Jan. 20 1
June 8 2 1 Feb. 18 3
June 10 3 4 March 4 4
June 16 1+0.5+0.5 1+0.5+0.5 April 7 1 2
June 17 1 2 April 14 4
June 19 1 3 1 May 26 3 2
Aug. 25 1.+0.5 2+0.5 1 June 8 2
Sept. 25 2 June 10 1
Oct. 1 2 1 1 June 20 5 1
Oct. 2 2 2 1 June 28 1 1
Oct. 6 0.5 1 + 0 .5 Sept. 12 0.5+0.5 1+0.5+0.5
Oct. 15a 2 1 1 Sept. 13 1+0.5 0.5
Oct. 15b 2 1 Sept. 22 2 3
Oct. 29 1 Oct. 14 1 1
Nov. 5 1 1 Nov. 9 3
Nov. 9 3 Dec. 29 1 1 1 1
Nov. 10 1+0.5 1+0.5
Nov. 13 1 2
Nov. 23 2
Dœ. 3 1+0.5 0.5 1
Dec. 15 1 1
Dec. 18 1 1
Total 26 9 35 6 Total 10.5 4 33.5 5
% 34.2 11.8 46.1 7 .9 % 19.8 7.5 63.2 9.4
N ot^:
0.5 sœres were awarded when a source was identified as the executive of a company 
and the representative of a trade organization.
Example: Canfor CEO David Emerson, president of the Free Trade Lumtjer Council
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Status Frequency - Hamilton - 2001
D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k e s p e r s o n O th e r D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k ^ p e i s o n O th e r
Jan. 13 1.5 0.5 June 14 2 1
March 2 4 Sept. 27 1
March 14 2 3 Sept. 28 2 2 1
March 15 1 2 Sept. 29 1 2
March 16 1 1 Oct. 2 1
March 20 4 3 Oct. 5 2 1
March 23a 2 1 4 Oct. 11 2 1
March 23b 2 1 Oct. 12 1 1
March 24a 1 2 Oct. 18 2 2
March 24b 3 1 1 Oct. 19 2
March 24c 1 Oct. 24 3 1
March 29a 1 1 Oct. 30 2 3
March 29b 2 2 1 Oct. 31 1 3
March 30 2 Nov. 1 5 1 1
March 31 3 1 2 Nov. 2a 3 1 1
April 2 1 2 Nov. 2b 2 1 2 1
April 3 4 5 Nov. 3 1 1
April 6 4 1 1 Nov. 6 3 4
A p ril? 1 Nov. 9 2
April 13 2 2 Nov. 14 0.5 1 .5
April 24 3 3 Nov. 15 1 1
April 25 1 2 Nov. 21 3
April 26 1 3 Nov. 24 3
April 28 3 3 Dec. 4 3
May 11 3 Dec. 8 2.5 2.5 1
May 17 3 1 Dec. 14 3 6 3
Dec. 18 3 1 2 1
Total 98.5 11 80 24.5
% 46.2 5.2 37.6 11
N o te s :
0.5 scores were awarded when a source was identifia) as the executive of a company 
and the representative of a trade organization.
Example: Canfor CEO David Emerson, president of the Free Trade Lumber Council
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Status Frequency - Hoekstra - 1999-2000
D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k e s p e r s o n O th e r D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k e s p e r s o n O th e r
Feb. 5/99 0.5 1 0.5 Jan. 27/00 1
Feb.9a 0.5 1 0.5 March 9 2
Feb. 9b 1 April 8 2+0.5 0.5 1
March 29 1 1 June 14 1
April 9 2 June 26 0.5 2+0.5
May 11 1 1 July 21 2
June 7 1 Sept. 8 1 1
June 8 1 1 1 Sept. 11 2
June 9 3 Oct. 13 1 1
June 10 3+0.5 0.5 Oct. 31 3
June 24 1 Nov. 2 1
July 16 3 1 Nov. 6 1
Aug. 25 1 2 Dec. 2 1 2
Oct. 2 1 1 1 1 Dec. 22 1 1
Oct. 8 1
Oct. 12 1
Oct. 15 1 2
Oct. 19 1
Oct. 29 1
Nov. 6 4
Nov. 9 0.5 2+0.5
Nov. 10 1
Nov. 22 1
Dec. 16 2
Total 17 9 25 1 Total 8 1 18 2
% 3 2 ,7 1 7 3 48.1 1.9 % 2 7 .6 3.4 62.1 6.9
N o te s :
0.5 scores were awarded when a source was identified as the exœutive of a company 
and the representative of a trade organization.
Example: Canfor CEO David Emerson, president of the Free Trade Lumber Council
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Status Frequency - Hoekstra - 2001
D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k e s p e r s o n O th e r D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k ^ p e r s o n O t h e r
Jan. 12 0.5 0 .5 1 Sept. 6 2
Jan. 23 1 1 Sept. 18 2
Feb. 3 2 Sept. 20 1 1
March 2 1 1 Sept. 21a 0.5 1+0.5
March 9 1 Sept. 21b 1 1
March 17a 2 2 3 1 Oct. 3 2
March 17b 3 1 1 Oct. 5 2
March 19 2 1 Oct. 10 1 2
March 22a 3 1 Oct. 13 1 1
March 22b 1 Oct. 18 1 1
March 23a 1 Oct. 19 1
March 23b 1 Oct. 25 2
March 23c 1 1 Oct. 27 2
March 29 1 Oct. 30 1 1
April 3 2 Oct. 31a 1 3
April 4 2 1 Oct. 31b 1
April 6a 2 Oct. 31c 1 1 1
April 6b 2 Nov. la 1 3
April 7 4 1 Nov. lb 1 1
April 13 1 1 Nov. 2a 1 1
April 20 2 Nov. 2b 2
April 21 0.5 0.5 Nov. 3a 1 1
May 1 1 2 Nov. 3b 5
May 11 1 1 Nov. 7 2
May 12 3 Nov. 8a 2
May 23 1 1 1 Nov. 8b 1+0.5 1+0.5
May 29 1 Nov. 8c 1
May 31 1 Nov. 14 1 2
June 28 0.5 0.5 Nov. 15 1 1 1
July 11 1 Nov. 16 1 1
July 14 1 2 Nov. 17 1 1 3
July 18 1 1 Nov. 20 3
Aug. 1 1 Nov. 21 2 1
Aug. 21 2 1 Dec. 1 1
Aug. 22a 2 2 Dec. 6 2
Aug. 22b 2 1 Dec. 12 1 1
Aug. 23 5 Dec. 14 1
Aug. 24a 1 2 Dec. 15 3
Aug. 24b 1 1 Dec. 18 2 1
Aug. 25a 1 1 1 Dœ. 20 4
Aug. 25b 1 Dec. 21 3
Aug. 29 1 1 Dec. 22 1 1
Sept. 5 1
Total 80.5 7 104.5 11
% 39.7 3.4 51.5 5.4
N o te s :
0.5 scores were awarded wtien a source was Identified as the executive of a company 
and the representative of a trade organization.
Example: Canfor CEO David Emerson, president of the Free Trade Lumber Council
129
Status Frequency - O'Neil - 1999-2001
D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k e s p e r s o n O th e r D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k a p e r s o n O th e r
Feb. 6/01 3 Oct. 11/00 2
Feb. 15 1 1
March 10 1 1 2 Total 2
March 13 3
March 14 1 1 2
March 15 2 2 1
March 16 1 3
March 22 1 4 1
March 23 1.4-0.5 2+0.5 March 9/99 2 2
March 27 1 1
April 3 1 Total 2 2
April 4 2+0.5 2+0.5
Aug. 21 3 4
Aug. 22 3 2
Aug. 23 4 3 2
Aug. 29 1 6 1
Sept. 1 1 2
Sept. 19 2 2
Sept. 21 3
Oct. 5 2 3
Oct. 24 1 4
Oct. 27 1 3
Nov. 6 3 2
Nov. 17 1 1 2
Dec. 6 1 3
Total 40 1 55 13
% 36.7 0.9 50.5 11.9
N o te s :
0.5 scores were awarded when a source was identified as the executive of a œmpany 
and the spokesperson for a trade organization.
Example: Canfor CEO David Emerson, president of the Free Trade Ijjm tier Qîuncil
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Status Frequency - Globe - 2001
D a te E x « ;u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k ^ p e r s o n O th e r D a te E x e c u t iv e W o r k e r S p o k ^ p e r s o n O t h e r
Feb. 27 1 Auq. 22 3 5
March 8 2.5 2.5 Aug. 23 3 2
April 3 3.5 2.5 Sept. 5 1
Aug. 11 4 3
Total 17 16
Notes:
0.5 scores were awarded when a source was identified as the executive of a company 
and the spokesperson for a trade organization.
Example: Canfor CEO David Emerson, president of the Free Trade Lumber Council
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Source Attributes - Hamilton - 1999
S o u r œ D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Kerr June 16 5 136 16.1 Raoosta May 11 3 38 10.9
June 17 7 184 31 June 3 2 33 11
June 19 6 168 2 2 3 Oct. 1 2 54 8
Aug. 25 6 124 16.5 avg 2 .3 41.7 10
Oct. 2 2 44 5.2
Oct. 6 8 148 29.5 Aulin Feb. 17 2 49 8
Oct. 15a 6 188 2 3 .4 June 8 3 59 9.1
Nov. 23 7 174 35 Aug. 25 2 40 5.3
Dec. 3 2 74 14 a\^. 2 .3 49.3 7.5
avg. 5.4 137.8 21.4
Cater Auq. 25 3 97 12.9
Zirnhelt Mav 11 3 53 15.1 Dec. 3 3 62 11.7
Junes 4 122 18.9 avg. 3 79.5 12.3
Aug. 25 5 73 9 .7
Oct. 1 6 182 26.8 Clark June 16 6 160 19
Nov. 10 4 102 18.5 June 17 1 10 1.7
Dec. 3 4 89 16.8 avg. 3.5 85 10.4
Dec. 18 3 139 25.6
avg. 4.1 108.6 18.8 Widman Oct. 15a 1 44 5.5
Nov. 5 3 135 38,8
Smyth Feb. 17 1 18 2 .9 avg. 2 89.5 22.2
Mav 11 3 46 13.1
Oct. 2 2 39 4 .6 Scher Oct. 1 2 127 18.7
Nov. 13 1 47 7.4 Oct. 2 4 80 9 .5
avg. 1.75 37.5 7 avg. 3 103.5 14.1
Plaças June 17 2 68 11.4 Lemav June 16 6 1 2 3 14.6
Aug. 25 1 4 5 6 June 19 1 12 1.6
Nov. 10 3 109 19.8 avg. 3.5 6 7 .5 8.1
Dec. 15 4 128 20.5
avg. 2.5 8 7 .5 14.4 Carliner June 10 2 35 4.1
Nov. 9 2 30 4 .6
Steohens June 16 2 51 6 avg. 2 3 2 .5 4.4
Oct. 15a 5 140 17.4
Oct. 15b 6 210 47.1 Ormond Nov. 9 2 54 8.3
Oct. 29 4 165 55.4 Ross Nov. 9 3 102 15.6
avg. 4.3 141.5 31.5 Matters Nov. 5 2 58 16.7
Nugent Oct. 15a 2 58 7 .2
Dottori June 10 1 27 3.2 Lowenijerger Oct. 15b 1 14 3.1
Nov. 10 2 114 20.7 Karmallv Oct. 2 2 37 4.4
Dec. 15 9 247 39.6 Gray Seot. 25 5 101 30
avg. 4 129.3 21.2 Mattson June 19 1 41 5 .4
Brojak June 19 2 5 5 7 .3
Grenier Seot. 25 2 74 22 Rae June 10 4 97 11.4
Oct. 6 3 66 13.1 Kearns June 10 2 38 4 .8
Nov. 23 1 25 5 Mason June 3 3 57 19.1
avg. 2 55 13.4 Flannery Feb. 17 8 212 34.7
Heavenor June 8 7 1 4 0 21.6
Haggard Oct. 1 4 6 3 9.3 Zak June 10 2 45 5.3
Oct. 2 5 165 19.5 Backs June 10 5 68 8
Oct. 15b 2 24 5.4 Marchi June 10 4 68 8
avg. 3.7 84 11.4 Pillon June 19 1 5 0.7
Stark Nov. 13 1 53 8.3
Goldman Nov. 13 3 145 22.8
Toth Dec. 18 7 268 51M
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Source Attributes - Hamilton - 2000
S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Kerr Feb. 18 2 42 8.1 Carter Dec. 29 4 180 16.9
March 4 2 106 17.3 Ketchum Nov. 9 1 26 5 .6
April 7 5 179 28.9 Lornie Nov. 9 1 76 16.3
April 14 4 110 16.6 Price Sept. 22 7 201 23.2
May 26 1 77 6.9 Delaney Sept. 22 3 41 4,7
Seot. 12 6 198 28.3 Affleck Sept. 22 1 34 3 .9
Sept. 13 3 99 28.9 Archibald Sept. 22 4 8 7 10.1
avg. 3.3 115.9 19.3 Winfield Sept. 22 2 38 4.4
Dottori Sept. 12 4 8 9 12.7
Plecas Jan. 18 3 94 18.4 Lemay Sept. 12 1 52 7.4
April 14 2 44 6.6 Flannery June 28 3 70 17.2
June 20 1 70 7.3 Roqel Jan. 14 4 112 2 9 .2
Oct. 14 4 143 31.6 Robitaille Jan. 20 6 202 42
Dec. 29 3 139 13.1 Raqosta Feb. 18 3 81 15.6
ava. 2.6 98 15.4 Toth March 4 4 1 5 5 2 5 3
McArthur March 4 1 12 2
Smyth June 8 11 603 71.4 McKay March 4 1 2 2 3.6
June 28 2 68 16.7 Weiss April 7 4 98 15.8
Dec. 29 2 3 8 3.6 Snape April 14 1 6 0.9
avg. 5 236.3 30.6 Manuel April 14 4 58 8.8
Lee May 26 5 143 12.9
Gray Jan. 18 2 42 8.2 Williams June 8 2 32 3.8
May 26 4 111 10 Yuhas June 20 7 212 2 2 .1
June 20 3 75 7 .8 Mohr June 20 5 108 11.2
avg. 3 76 8.7 Wood June 20 3 55 5.7
Wilson Oct. 14 4 119 26.3
Dec. 29 7 161 15.1
avq. 5.5 140 2& 7
Duncan June 10 6 125 45.5
Nov. 9 4 164 35.2
avq. 5 144.5 40.4
Doyle Mav 26 4 152 13.7
Seot. 13 4 91 26.5
avg. 4 121.5 20.1
Suwyn April? 4 142 22.9
May 26 2 33 3
avq. 3 87.5 13
Grenier Feb. 18 3 119 22.9
June 20 4 114 11.9
avg. 3.5 116.5 17.4
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Source Attributes - Hamilton - 2001 p.1
S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
de Jonq Seot. 28 11 394 52.5 Emerson Jan. 13 8 357 58
Sept. 29 2 38 6.9 April 3 5 186 19
Oct. 5 9 259 35.3 April 6 6 248 2 7 7
Oct. 12 4 108 36.7 Sept. 28 2 33 4 .4
Oct. 18 10 325 32.8 Oct. 5 6 224 30.6
Oct. 19 8 317 53.8 Oct. 19 4 90 15.3
Oct. 30 6 140 19.1 Nov. 1 6 131 16
Nov. 1 5 174 21.3 Nov. 2a 1 30 3 .2
Nov. 15 7 176 38 Nov. 3 5 202 30.8
Dec. 4 3 70 11.7 Nov. 6 6 177 22.1
Dec. 8 8 199 21.7 avg. 4 .9 167.8 22.7
Dec. 14 4 162 10.1
Dec. 18 6 235 21.7 Plecas March 14 2 44 5.1
avg. 6.4 199.8 27.8 March 29b 2 124 15.8
March 31 3 122 10.6
Pettigrew March 2 4 110 14.8 April 7 3 115 23.8
March 14 4 144 13.3 April 24 2 49 5.8
March 20 4 54 8 April 25 1 15 5.2
March 30 1 51 8.8 April 26 2 108 18.9
March 31 2 80 7 April 28 2 44 6.6
April 24 1 100 11.8 May 11 3 85 13
April 25 1 26 9.1 Mav 17 9 213 24.3
April 28 1 13 1.9 avg. 2 .9 91.9 13.9
Nov. 24 7 253 39.3
Dec. 4 1 29 4.8 Widman March 29b 3 64 8.1
Dec. 8 2 104 11.3 May 17 2 57 6.5
Dec. 14 1 3 0.2 Sept. 27 11 388 75.9
Dec. 18 3 113 10.5 Sept. 28 1 11 1.5
avg. 2 .5 83.1 10.1 Oct. 5 2 78 10.6
Nov. 1 2 37 4.5
Ragosta March 15 2 69 13.2 Dec. 4 3 84 14
March 29b 2 62 7.9 Dec. 18 1 46 4.3
April 24 5 164 19.4 avg. 3.1 95.6 1 5 7
April 25 1 20 7
May 17 2 69 7.9 Allan Seot. 29 3 127 23.2
Oct. 12 1 23 7.8 Oct. 31 6 1 7 0 14.6
Nov. 6 3 115 14.3 Nov. 1 1 3 2 3.9
Dec. 8 2 38 4.1 Nov. 2a 2 37 4
Dec. 14 2 140 8.8 Nov. 6 2 21 2.6
Dec. 18 3 66 6.1 Dec. 14 4 133 8.3
avg. 2.3 63.6 9 Dec. 18 1 17 1.6
avg. 2 .7 76.7 8.3
Kerr March 14 3 147 17.2
March 23b 7 234 34.9 Davies March 30 2 180 31.1
Aoril 3 1 44 4.5 Aoril 28 2 66 9.9
April 13 3 134 17.7 Oct. 24 2 72 9.4
April 28 4 143 21.3 Oct. 30 4 124 16.9
Oct. 31 2 49 4.2 Nov. 1 4 111 13.6
Nov. 1 2 31 3.8 Nov. 2a 2 194 20.8
Nov. 21 4 156 21.3 Nov. 2b 2 64 10.9
Nov. 24 2 86 13.4 avg. 2.6 115.9 16.1
Dec. 8 4 138 15
avg 3.2 116.2 15.3
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Source Attributes - Hamilton - 2001 p.2
S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Shepherd March 16 3 49 11.4 Racicot Nov. 21 6 139 19
June 14 6 216 28.3 Dec. 18 1 12 1.1
Oct. 24 1 61 8 avq. 3 .5 7 5 .5 10.1
Nov. 1 4 87 10.6
Nov. 9 12 502 76.5 Duncan Oct. 31 3 90 7.7
Dec. 4 7 256 42.8 Dec. 14 1 46 2 9
avg. 5.5 195.2 29.6 avg. 2 63 5 .3
McArthur March 24c 4 141 37.1 Petniunas April 2 1 32 5.9
March 31 4 100 8.7 Nov. 6 1 10 1.2
April 2 2 5 9 10.9 avg. 1 21 3.6
April 24 2 46 5.4
April 26 3 109 19.1 Crombie Nov. 2b 4 141 24
Nov. 14 2 108 13.6 Nov. 6 2 81 10.1
avg 2.8 93.8 15.8 avg. 3 111 17.1
Wilson March 2 4 162 21.9 Ghag Nov. 2a 2 63 6.7
March 20 3 80 11.9 Nov. 2b 2 41 7
March 29b 3 94 11.9 avg. 2 37 6 .9
April 3 2 33 3.4
April 13 7 238 31.4 Anderson March 20 4 104 15.5
April 24 3 135 16 April 3 3 84 8.6
avg 3.7 123.7 16.1 avg.... 3 .5 94 12.1
Taylor March 23a 1 39 2 Dottori Jan. 13 4 72 11.7
March 24b 2 122 7.4 April 6 2 29 3 .2
April 6 1 58 6 .5 avg. 3 50.6 7.5
Nov. 3 6 234 35.7
avg. 2.5 113.3 12.9 Abbott Aoril 3 1 23 2.4
April 13 1 24 3.2
Wood March 14 5 215 25.1 avg. 1 23.5 2.8
March 23a 5 275 14.1
March 24b 2 134 8.2 Theberge April 13 1 44 5.8
April 3 2 30 3.1 April 28 3 89 13.3
avq. 3.5 163.5 12.6 avg. 2 6 6 .5 9.6
Smyth March 23a 2 82 4.2 Matthaus Oct. 11 4 140 26.1
March 24a 2 49 8.3 Oct. 18 2 85 8 .6
March 29a 9 362 48.1 avg. 3 112.5 17.4
Oct. 11 3 149 27.7
avg. 4 160.5 22.1 Shotwell April 3 1 68 7
Oct. 18 3 68 6.9
Gray Sept. 29 2 68 12.4 avg. 2 68 7
Nov. 24 1 6 0.9
Dec. 14 2 81 5.1 Rood April 24 1 37 4.4
avg. 1.7 51.7 6.1 Oct. 24 1 20 2.6
avg. 1 28.5 3.5
Campbell Nov. 6 2 12 1.5
Nov. 21 1 93 12.7 Koibe March 2 2 45 6.1
CteC. 14 1 54 3.4 March 31 1 11 1
avg. 1.3 53 5.9 avg. 1.5 28 3.6
Cater March 16 5 141 32.7 Watkins March 23a 1 14 0.7
June 14 6 203 26.6 March 24t 2 55 3.4
Nov. 2b 1 34 5.8 avg. 1.5 34.5 2.1
avg. 4 126 21.7
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Source Attributes - Hamilton - 2001 p.3
S o u r c e D a te F r ^ u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Baucus March 2 5 127 17.1 Ryckman Oct. 18 2 45 4.5
March 20 3 79 11.8 Magid Oct. 24 3 9 9 12.9
avg. 4 103 14.5 Hotter Oct. 30 2 53 7.2
Lornie Oct. 30 1 35 4.8
Hopkins March 23a 4 124 6.3 Lonsdale Oct. 30 2 8 4 11.5
March 23b 4 148 22.1 Paquette Oct. 31 2 74 6.3
avg. 4 136 14.2 LeGrow Nov. 2b 2 5 4 9.2
Lanier April 3 1 64 6 .6
Singleton March 24b 9 342 20.8 Phesi April 2 3 65 1 2
March 29b 2 39 5.2 Jones March 31 3 95 8.3
avg. 5.5 190.5 13 Steele March 31 3 105 9 .1
Yost March 23a 1 11 0.6
Wong Dec. 18 4 147 13.6 Cox March 23b 1 19 2 .8
Lemav May 17 1 39 4.4 Scott March 20 1 17 2.5
McDonouqh Dec. 14 1 50 3.1 Howard March 20 1 15 2 .2
Caufield Dec. 14 1 13 0.8 Helmer March 15 6 111 21.3
Herman Dec. 14 1 59 3.7 Bennett March 14 2 67 7.8
Shannon Dec. 14 1 24 1.5 Nugent March 15 6 157 30.1
Kln^hanko Dec. 14 2 59 3.7 Husband March 20 3 81 12,1
Johnson Dec. 8 3 92 10 Rhoten March 23a 2 77 3.9
Jeffery Dec. 8 3 110 12 Currie March 24b 2 73 4 .4
SanatanI Nov. 15 1 33 7.1 Ingram March 24a 1 19 3 .2
Stephens Nov. 14 6 303 38.2 Haines March 24a 2 68 11.5
Evans Nov. 9 1 17 2.6
Conweil Nov. 6 1 31 3.9
O'Brien Nov. 2a 6 277 29.7
Kiss Nov. 2b 2 65 11.1
Horllck April 3 2 52 5.3
Kempton-D
arkes April 6 1 55 6.1
Suwyn April 6 4 114 12.7
Kinsley April 6 1 48 5.4
Blenkorn April 26 1 19 3.3
Perkins April 26 2 63 11
Chretien April 28 1 21 3.1
Kristiansen May 11 2 72 11
Casey-
Lefkowltz May 11 3 66 10.1
Shettell June 14 2 100 13.1
Leben Sept. 28 2 48 6.4
Woodruff Sept. 28 2 38 5.1
Gorton Oct. 2 7 14.7 36.1
Haqqard Oct. 11 1 21 3.9
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Source Attributes - Hoekstra - 1999
S o u r c e D a te F r ^ u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Sm #i Feb. 5 1 23 6.7 Jadrzyk June 9 6 117 35.3
Feb. 9a 6 64 19.8 Nov. 6 5 106 29.4
Feb. 9b 6 172 45.5 avg. 5 .5 111.5 32.4
March 29 5 149 41.3
May 11 7 140 41.9 Grenier Juiy 16 2 38 10.5
June 8 3 61 13.4 Nov. 9 2 37 9 .4
Oct. 2 4 56 15.5 avg. 2 37.5 10
Oct. 8 5 144 41.6
Oct. 15 3 48 12.8 Emerson Feb. 9a 4 115 35.6
avg. 4.4 95.2 26.5 Oct. 2 2 44 12.2
Zirnhelt June 8 6 106 23.2 Donneily June 8 6 131 28.7
June 10 1 17 5 Anderson June 10 3 53 15.7
Aug. 25 2 29 8 Mayes Juiy 16 2 42 11.6
Nov. 10 9 180 56.3 Andersen Oct. 2 3 59 16.3
Nov. 22 11 195 69.1 Kordyban Oct. 19 9 179 48.4
avg. 5.8 105.4 32.3 Engieson Nov. 6 2 35 9.7
Ross Nov. 9 7 139 35.5
Brink Feb. 5 2 48 14 John Dec. 16 4 68 21.9
June 24 10 213 71.5 Thomas Dec. 16 4 96 30.9
Oct. 29 8 183 50 Spurrier Nov. 6 2 35 9.7
Nov. 9 2 45 11.5 Anthony Nov. 6 1 22 6.1
avg. 5.5 97.3 36.8 Widman Oct. 2 2 58 16.1
Plecas Aug. 25 2 5 3 14.7
Lemay May 11 3 39 11.7 Hazelwood July 16 4 57 15.7
June 9 1 11 3.3 Dottori June 10 1 33 9 .8
Oct. 15 5 74 19.7 Marchi June 10 2 2 9 8.6
avg. 3 41.3 11.6 Martin April 9 1 39 11.7
Ragosta March 29 2 24 6.6
June 9 2 37 11.2
Oct. 15 4 31 8.2
avg. 2.7 30.7 8.7
Singleton June 7 2 33 14.2
Aug. 25 3 24 6.6
Oct. 12 2 43 23.5
avg. 2.3 33.3 14.8
Kerr Aoril 9 5 93 27.8
Julv 15 1 27 7.4
avg. 3 60 17.6
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Source Attributes - Hoekstra - 2000
S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Jadrzyk June 26 7 126 27.6 Mckav March 9 2 42 16.9
July 21 5 122 30 Smyth June 14 12 205 58.9
Oct. 13 3 50 25.8 Widman Sept. 8 4 88 21
Oct. 31 2 27 6.6 Harris Nov. 2 5 95 32.9
Dec. 2 2 74 25 Abbott Nov. 6 10 218 60.2
Dec. 22 5 122 28.2 Trites Julv 21 1 12 3
avg. 4 86.8 23.9 Weiss April 8 3 47 11.2
Emerson Jan. 27 3 110 35.9
April 8 1 49 11.7
avg. 2 7 9 .5 23.8
Doyle April 8 1 10 2.4
Sept. 8 4 56 13.4
ava. 2.5 33 7.9
Brink June 26 4 64 14
Dec. 2 3 36 12.2
avg. 3.5 50 13.1
Lemay Sept. 11 2 11 2.9
Oct. 31 3 27 6.6
avg. 2.5 19 4.8
Wilson Oct. 13 2 50 25.8
Dec. 22 8 129 29.9
avg. 5 89.5 27.9
Plecas Sept. 11 5 98 26.1
Oct. 31 5 132 32.4
avg. 5 115 29.3
Kerr April 8 4 97 23.1
June 26 7 113 24.8
avg. 5.5 105 24
Nagel March 9 3 52 20.9
Dec. 2 3 54 18.2
avg. 3 53 19.6
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Source Attributes - Hoekstra - 2001 p.1
S o u r c e D a te F r e a u e n c v D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F r e a u e n c v D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
de Jong Juiv 11 8 157 36.6 Pettigrew Jan. 23 2 2 6 7
July 14 3 64 14.2 Feb. 3 2 14 4.2
July 18 1 8 2 .3 March 17a 3 4 3 3
Auq. 24b 1 10 2.8 March 19 1 15 4.6
Aug. 25b 11 205 58.6 March 22a 1 10 2 .3
Auq. 29 2 43 13.4 March 23c 1 19 5 .3
Sept21b 9 203 45.7 April 4 1 8 2.2
Oct. 5 7 149 35.9 April 13 2 27 7.4
Oct. 13 1 31 7.8 Aug. 22a 1 13 2 .6
Oct. 18 8 154 33.8 Aug. 22b 1 10 4.3
Oct. 19 16 2 3 7 49.1 Sept. 20 1 8 2
Oct. 30 9 219 48 Dec. 18 1 12 3 .2
Oct. 31a 1 7 2 avg. 1.1 17.1 4
Nov. lb 14 219 46.5
Nov. 3a 9 235 58.3 Kinsley March 2 2 39 9.2
Nov. 8c 14 234 53.3 May 29 5 9 7 47.5
Nov. 14 1 15 3.7 Aug. 23 3 6 4 12.8
Nov. 15 10 198 43.1 Sept. 20 11 155 38.2
Nov. 16 2 24 5.8 Oct. 31b 6 89 59.3
Nov. 17 1 10 2.3 Nov. 2b 5 65 16.3
Nov. 21 6 94 18 Nov. 7 6 175 54.2
Dec. 12 9 167 34.4 Nov. 16 5 82 19.7
Dec. 14 7 139 29.4 Nov. 20 4 5 4 15.4
Dec. 18 1 4 1.1 Dec. 15 4 6 0 22.1
Dec. 22 12 165 41.3 avg. 5.1 88 29.5
avg. 6.5 119.6 27.5
Penderaast March 22b 6 139 51.7
Emerson Jan. 12 5 106 25.5 Auq. 24b 6 139 39.5
March 22a 6 158 36.3 Oct. 25 3 42 11.4
April 3 10 197 40.2 Nov. la 1 19 4 .5
April 4 1 28 7 .8 Nov. 8b 5 60 14.4
April 6a 1 36 9 Dec. 1 6 120 45.1
April 6b 6 125 34.3 Dec. 12 3 6 3 13
Aoril 7 2 39 8.4 Dec. 21 5 77 18.2
April 20 1 19 4.6 avg 4.4 82.4 24.7
April 21 5 113 43.5
Sept. 21a 10 252 55.6 Widman Jan. 12 5 72 17.3
Oct. 5 2 40 9.6 March 17a 1 23 1 .6
Oct. 27 6 111 31.9 March 22a 4 65 14.9
Nov. la 8 125 29.4 May 11 7 103 23.7
Nov. 8b 8 122 29.3 Auq. 25a 4 7 4 19.6
avq. 5.1 105.1 26.1 Oct. 31c 10 146 37.5
Nov. 15 3 46 10
Jadrzvk Jan. 23 4 110 29.5 avg. 4.9 75.6 17.8
March 9 9 224 61.5
March 17a 7 178 12.3 K.Anderson March 17b 2 40 10.1
March 23a 11 229 62.6 May 12 2 29 6.7
March 23c 8 179 50 May 23 4 57 15
May 11 7 173 39.8 Auq. 21 1 13 3.6
Auq. 22a 7 163 32.7 Oct. 31c 2 19 4.9
Sept. 6 11 182 37.5 avg. 2 .2 31.6 8.1
Oct. 3 15 200 42.9
Oct. 13 4 124 31.3 Nagel April 4 9 104 29.1
Oct. 18 4 59 12.9 April 7 1 29 6 .3
Oct. 25 11 209 56.8 Nov. la 6 91 21.4
Nov. la 4 70 16.5 Nov. 20 3 51 14.6
Nov. 20 2 24 6.9 Dec. 21 2 18 4 .3
avg. 7.4 151.7 35.2 avg. 4 .2 58.6 15.1
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Source Attributes - Hoekstra - 2001 p . 2
S o u r c e D a te F re a u e n c v D e c r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re a u e n c v D e c r e e P r o m in e n c e
Gould March 17b 2 10 2.5 Brink April 7 2 3 2 6.9
April 3 1 21 4.3 May 1 3 36 10.5
May 12 4 51 11.9 Aug. 25a 3 33 8 .7
Aug. 21 1 18 5 avg. 2 .7 33.7 8.7
avg. 2 25 5.9
Wilson March 2 7 1 4 5 34.3
Petniunas Aug. 23 3 57 11.4 March 17a 1 34 2.3
Oct. 3 3 91 19.5 March 22a 1 10 2.3
Nov. 8a 3 74 21.3 avg. 3 63 13
Dec. 6 4 82 20.8
avg. 3.3 76 18.3 Dosanih Feb. 3 4 6 9 20.6
April 7 6 115 24.8
Togyi Nov. 8a 6 115 33 avg. 5 9 2 2 2 .7
Dec. 15 3 44 16.2
Dec. 20 4 70 15.6 Abbott March 17a 3 70 4.8
Dec. 22 2 25 6.3 Aoril 13 11 193 52.7
avg. 3 .8 63.5 17.8 avg. 7 131.5 28.8
Cater March 17b 2 34 8.5 Suwyn April 6a 11 238 59.6
May 23 4 72 18.9 Aug. 24a 2 44 10.2
Nov. 2a 5 60 22.1 avg. 6.5 141 34.9
avg. 3.7 55.3 16.5
Plecas Mav 1 3 45 13.1
Mayes March 19 7 157 48 May 31 3 99 25.4
Oct. 10 5 57 13.2 avg. 3 72 19.3
Nov. 3b 6 55 14.6
avg. 6 8 9 .7 2 5 3 Zwiers Auq. 22a 4 70 14.1
Sept. 6 7 106 21.9
Lo\w Mav 23 2 30 7.9 avg. 5.5 88 18
Aug. 25a 4 59 15.6
Nov. 3b 4 52 13.8 Harris Aug. 22b 6 124 52.8
avg. 3.3 47 12.4 Nov. 7 2 2 8 8.7
avg. 4 7 6 30.8
Lemay July 14 4 55 12.2
July 18 6 76 22.2 Wallace Oct. 31a 4 79 22.4
Dec. 6 4 79 20 Dec. 21 4 42 9.9
avg. 4.7 70 18.1 avg. 4 60.5 16.2
Fox Oct. 31a 3 53 15 Thompson Oct. 31a 4 69 19.5
Dec. 15 4 76 28 Dec. 20 4 53 11.8
Dec. 20 3 3 7 8.3 avg. 4 61 15.7
avg. 3.3 55.3 17.1
Thony Oct. 10 4 35 8.1
Briggs Aug. 23 4 92 18.4 Nov. 17 2 25 5.9
Nov. 2b 13 208 52 avg. 3 30 7
Dec. 18 5 95 25.5
avg. 7.3 131.7 32 Beil Sept. 18 8 175 34.7
Nov. 21 4 92 17.6
Chretien Aug. 22a 1 26 5.2 avg. 6 133.5 2 6 .2
Aug. 22b 2 29 12.3
Nov. 8b 3 75 18 Yurkovich Aug. 21 2 38 10.5
avg. 2 43.3 11.8 Nov. 3b 3 49 13
avg. 3.5 43.5 11.8
Reld May 12 3 84 19.5
June 28 8 149 41 Shotwell July 14 4 55 12.2
Oct. 27 3 31 8.9 Oct. 31c 3 34 8.7
avg. 4.7 88 23.1 avg. 3 .5 44.5 10.5
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Source Attributes - Hoekstra - 2001 p.3
S o u r c e D a te F re a u e n c v D e c r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re a u e n c v D e c r e e P r o m in e n c e
Wood March 19 3 53 16.2
Nov. lb 4 68 14.4
avg. 3.5 60.5 1 5 3
Ragosta March 17a 9 177 12.2
Seot. 18 4 46 9.1
Sept. 2 la 3 42 9.3
Sept. 21b 3 46 10.4
Oct. 30 5 89 19.5
Nov. 15 2 30 6.5
avg. 4.3 71.7 1 L 2
Bernard March 17a 1 21 1.4
Smvth March 29 6 188 42.8
Sheoherd Aoril 7 3 66 14.3
Tillman April 20 13 261 62.6
Allan Aug. 1 3 7 8 24.4
Conweil Aug. 23 3 39 7.8
Boardman Auq. 24a a 130 30.2
Munton Sept. 5 11 200 54.3
Kordyban Oct. 10 4 35 8.1
O'Brien Nov. 3a 2 17 4 .2
Townsend Nov. 3b 1 7 1.9
Graydon Nov. 14 2 38 9.4
Spurrier Nov. 17 3 47 11
Stewart Nov. 17 2 2 5 5.9
Racicot Nov. 21 9 120 23
Coonfer Nov. 17 2 35 8.2
Winter Nov. 14 7 140 34.7
G.Anderson Nov. 3b 4 48 12.8
Carrol Nov. 2a 7 103 38
Menninq Auq. 29 6 99 30.7
Stoner Auq. 24a 4 63 14.6
Rayburn Auq. 23 2 40 8
Lasalle May 1 3 86 25.1
Dottori Aoril 6b 4 94 25.8
Haggard March 23b 8 221 61.2
Meaqher March 17b 2 25 6.3
Engieson March 17b 2 41 10.3
Rosevear March 17a 2 34 2.3
Nettleton Dec. 20 4 55 12.3
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Source Attributes - O'Neil - 1999-2001 p.1
S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Pettiqrew Feb. 6 2 23 5 Theberge Aug. 21 2 14 1.6
March 14 20 613 62.7 Aug. 29 1 12 2.1
March 15 1 12 2.2 Sept. 1 3 59 18.6
March 23 3 93 13.8 Oct. 24 1 7 0.9
March 27 5 130 34.2 Oct. 27 1 29 5.7
April 3 15 394 58.7 avq. 1.6 24.2 5.8
April 4 4 106 25.1
Aug. 21 1 27 3.1 Plecas Feb. 15 3 26 5 .8
Aug. 22 7 124 18 March 10 5 140 2 8 3
Aug. 23 1 25 2.9 March 22 2 19 2 .6
Sept. 1 1 22 6.9 March 23 7 206 30.7
Sept. 19 4 112 20.9 avg. 4.3 97.8 16.9
Sept. 21 3 50 11.7
Oct. 5 3 39 6.5 Hart Feb. 15 12 232 51.9
Oct. 24 4 76 9.6 March 15 1 28 5.1
Nov. 5 9 188 24.1 Aug. 23 4 68 7 .9
Dec. 6 5 83 16.7 Aug. 29 3 47 8.1
avg. 5.2 124.5 18.9 avg. 5 938 18.3
Allan Aug. 21 8 174 20 Emerson March 22 4 94 12.8
Aug. 22 3 53 7.7 April 4 3 49 11.6
Auq. 23 2 30 3.5 Sept. 21 9 179 42
Aug. 29 4 86 14.8 Oct. 5 6 155 25.7
Sept. 19 3 96 17.9 avg. 5.5 119.3 23
Oct. 24 3 74 9.4
Oct. 27 6 134 26.1 Day April 4 4 119 28.1
Nov. 6 2 65 8 .3 Aug. 21 4 72 8.3
Dec. 6 2 19 3.8 Oct. 5 2 47 7 .8
avg. 3 .7 81.2 12.4 avg. 3 .3 79.3 14,7
Duncan March 13 3 89 20.6 Rae March 14 1 10 1
Auq. 23 3 59 6.8 March 15 1 20 3.6
Auq. 29 2 44 7.6 March 22 5 83 11.3
Oct. 5 2 40 6.6 avq. 2 .3 37.7 5.3
Dec. 6 4 143 28.8
avq. 2.8 75 14.1 de Jonq Aug. 21 4 91 10.5
Aug. 23 4 70 8.1
Chretien March 15 2 90 16.3 Sept. 19 3 63 11.8
March 16 4 76 10 avg. 3.7 74.7 10.1
April 4 2 38 9
Aug. 22 6 140 20.3 Tvrer Auq. 23 2 48 5 .6
Nov. 6 4 101 12.9 Oct. 27 3 41 8
Nov. 17 2 54 5.3 avg. 2.5 44.5 6 .8
avq 3.3 83.2 12.3
Maclnnis March 16 2 45 5.9
Raqosta Aug. 23 3 59 6.8 Auq. 22 2 42 6.1
Auq. 29 1 18 3.1 avg. 2 43.5 6
Sept. 1 2 18 5 .7
Sept. 19 2 27 5 Lunn March 15 6 119 21.6
Nov. 17 6 159 15.7 April 4 1 16 3.8
avq. 2.8 56.2 7.3 avq 3.5 67.5 12.7
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Source Attributes - O'Neil - 1999-2001 p.2
S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Blenkom March 22 3 64 8.7 Campbell Nov. 6 7 186 23.8
March 23 1 18 2.7 Grenier Oct. 24 6 189 2 3 9
avg 2 41 5.7 Kerr Sept. 21 2 31 7 .3
Ellev Aug. 29 2 44 7 .6
Ritchie March 10 4 92 18.6 Potter Aug. 29 3 56 9.7
March 14 1 12 1.2 Diamond Aug. 23 2 43 5
avg. 2.5 52 9 .9 Marcus March 23 6 171 25.4
Haggard March 22 1 14 1 .9
Stephens March 10 2 40 8.1 Solberg March 16 6 227 29.9
March 14 1 21 2.1 Mackay March 13 1 12 2.8
avg. 1.5 30.5 5.1 Goodale March 10 3 64 13
Julien Feb. 6 2 48 10.3
Dhaliwai Aug, 21 6 160 18.4 Wilson Feb. 6 9 156 33.6
Aug. 29 2 36 6.2 Casey March 13 3 46 10.5
avg. 4 98 12.3 Chatters March 16 4 81 10.7
Shannon March 22 1 2 9 4
Boutin Oct. 24 2 85 10.8 Carter March 27 1 26 6.8
Oct. 27 3 53 10.3 Owen Aug. 21 2 20 2.3
avg. 2.5 69 10.6 Wood Aug. 23 5 110 12.7
Anderson Oct. 5 2 36 6
Petniunas Nov. 6 1 29 3.7 Weintraub Nov. 17 3 62 6.1
Dec. 6 2 48 9.7 Caufield Nov. 17 5 80 7.9
avg. 1.5 38.5 6.7 P. Duncan Aug. 22 3 84 12.2
2000 1999
Plecas Oct. 11 9 151 28.1 Marchi March 9 7 221 37.5
Lasalle Oct. 11 2 32 6 Stinson March 9 4 87 14.7
Clark March 9 2 32 5.4
Macdonald March 9 3 31 5.3
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Source Attributes - Globe - 2001
S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e S o u r c e D a te F re q u e n c y D e g r e e P r o m in e n c e
Pettiarew Feb. 27 15 240 31.8 Zoellick March 8 7 134 19.2
April 3 4 73 7.2 Chamblis March 8 1 26 3 .7
Aug. 11 8 149 13.5 Rae March 8 2 41 5.9
Aug. 22 9 200 19.5 Horlick April 3 3 54 5.3
Aug. 23 4 73 13.2 Craig April 3 2 34 3.4
Baucus April 3 1 1 6 1.6
Wood March 8 7 139 1& 9 Lanier April 3 4 5 5 5.4
April 3 11 131 12.9 Allan Aug. 11 2 43 5.9
Aug. 11 2 22 2 Evans Aug. 11 4 5 4 4 .9
Emerson Aug. 11 5 5 7 5 .2
Chretien Aug. 22 13 264 25.7 Petniunas Aug. 11 4 66 6
Aug. 23 6 65 11.8 McCormick Aug. 22 4 42 4.1
Klein Aug. 22 1 30 2 .9
de Jonq Aug. 11 4 49 4.4 Mills Aug. 22 5 64 6.2
Aug. 23 2 50 11 Boutin Aug. 22 2 23 2 2
Jadrvzyk Aug. 22 2 33 3 .2
Ragosta March 8 1 20 2.9 Fleischer Aug. 23 6 85 15.4
Aug. 22 2 30 2.9 Ducros Aug. 23 3 33 6
Clark Spet. 5 6 110 45.3
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Byfield - Report - Sept. 10, 2001
S to r y  L e n g th 7 5 4
Degree of Source Use Block, Regan
Status Frequency Spokesperson -1  Other -1
Issue Side Frequency Con -1  Neutral -1
Perspective Frequency Industrial -1  Other -1
Source Attributes Block - Frequency 2; Degree 16; Prominence 2.1 Regan - Frequency 5; Degree 51; Prominence 6.8
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Le Moal - First Perspective - June 2001
S to r y  L e n g th 5 7 6
Degree of Source Use Manuel
Status Frequency Spokesperson -1
Issue Side Frequency Con -1
Perspective Frequency First Nations -1
Source Attributes Manuel - Frequency 8; Degree 146; Prominence 25.3
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Roslin - Windspeaker - June 2000
S to r y  L e n g th 5 1 2
Degree of Source Use Sagamash, Manuel
Status Frequency Spokesperson - 2
Issue Side Frequency Con - 2
Perspatlve Frequency First Nations - 2
Source Attributes Sagamash - Frequency 7; Degree 86; Prominence 16.8 Manuel - Frequency 4; Degree 58; Prominence 11.3
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